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CHAPTER I. INTRODUCTION 
From 1983 forward, every national study echoed the same conclusion of a nation at 
risk. America's public schools have declining achievement and have especially failed poor 
children, minority children, and female children. Consequently, the southern Iowa Area 
Education Agency, called Green Valley, was particularly ready for an effort to improve 
student achievement. Board members, superintendents, and teachers had clamoured for 
some way to break the repetition of doing things the same old way and getting the same 
old results. When Dr. Robert Steele surveyed the districts (22), all but two wanted to 
participate in an agency-wide effort to improve student achievement. They were ready to 
try something different. Earlier on, each of the districts had attempted to raise graduation 
requirements and to get tough on student attendance. That didn't seem to work. Second, 
they went along with the three phase Program for Educational Excellence promoted by 
Govenor Terry Brandstad. 
This second wave of school improvement was predicated on the idea that teachers 
weren't paid enough and that seasoned teachers were leaving the profession. In creating 
the program, with the help of the Iowa Education Association, Governor Brandstad and 
the Legislature agreed to a $4,000 increase in beginning teachers salaries (typically up 
from $18,000 to $22,000). Second, they increased all teachers salaries for experienced 
teachers about $2,000. Next, they included a pay for performance (Phase III) which would 
give teachers financial incentives for studying, writing curriculum, and changing how they 
taught. The amounts typically allowed four or five days beyond the regular contract for 
which the teachers were paid $15.00 an hour for six-hour days. Consequently, $90 dollars 
a day times five days meant that most teachers were getting about $450 more for extra 
effort 
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Some education reports criticizing the nation's schools (e.g., A Nation at Riskhy 
the National Commission on Excellence in Education, 1983; High School: A Report on 
Secondary Education in America by Boyer, 1983; Report Card on School Reform by the 
Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, 1988) have opened the "window 
of opportunity" for seeking lasting changes and solutions to the complex problems of 
school reform. Two such strategies for school improvement, the effective schools 
movement and vertical leadership teams, have been touted as viable solutions to a lasting 
change which will meet the public demands for quality and equity in education. This type 
of change emphasizes the need for restructuring the school organization to promote 
across-the-board school improvement while at the same time remaining sensitive to the 
differences among schools. It requires a bottom-up, school-specific, participatory approach 
and involves school staff, central office staff, education associations, and community 
imput. to better educate students. The effectiveness of these combined strategies, 
heretofore merely assumed, was demonstrated in this study. 
Statement of the Problem 
For the past three decades, there has been a sharp decline in K-12 achievement 
(Boyer, 1988). Scholastic Aptitude Test scores steadily decline each year. Americans 
have continued to fall behind academically in global competition. Schools need major 
improvement plans to make them work more effectively. 
To address the problem in Iowa, William Lepley, Director of Education, issued a 
call for three task forces to identify and plan a new curricula for Iowa K-12 schools. (Two 
years later, this effort was dropped by Lepley because of pressure from the "Christian 
Right.") Following the lead of Dr. Lepley, Dr. Robert Steele, Chief Administrator of 
Green Valley Area Education Agency 14, employed a team of professors of education 
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from the College of Education at Iowa State University to carry out school reform in three 
areas: i.e., vertical leadership teams, assessment measures disaggregated by gender, 
race and socioeconomic status, and the development of data-based School Improvement 
Plans. The team, led by Professor Richard Manatt, Director of the School Improvement 
Model Projects (SIM), became known as "Partners for Quality Schools" and served as a 
problem identifying unit which examined the problems of each district, suggested possible 
solutions, and aided individual school units in creating School Improvement Plans 
(Manatt, 1992). This investigator served as a research associate to the team. The 
research questions that follow define the problems to be addressed and reflect the 
purposes of the study. 
The research questions suggested by Dr. Bob Steele, chief administrator of the 
Green Valley AEA 14. previous research by the SIM team, and the literature on school 
transformation follow: 
a. What is the status in the target districts regarding effective schools and vertical 
leadership team training? 
b. What are the necessary components of the training? 
c. What items on a survey made up of items carefully selected from the literature 
will determine the implementation of effective school correlates in a school district? 
d. Can the progress of vertical leadership team training be determined statewide? 
e. Will vertical leadership teams combined with effective schools research 
transform schools? 
f. To what extent does the vertical leadership team foster school improvement? 
g. To what extent can teachers learn the correlates and implement them to change 
student achievement? 
h. How well did the training succeed? 
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i. What steps are next? 
Purposes of the Study 
The threefold purposes of this study were the following: 1) to determine the status 
of effective schools across the state of Iowa, 2) to describe a vertical leadership team 
training project for the effective schools program, and 3) to determine the proper 
combination of training components to facilitate rapid school change via vertical leadership 
teams. 
Objectives of the Study 
This study looked at vertical leadership team training and the correlates of effective 
schools research. It also described a developmental, school improvement project using the 
strategies of vertical leadership team training to teach the correlates of effective schools 
research as a viable solution to school restructuring and reform. Specific objectives were: 
a. To review the literature for effective schools research, effective school 
improvement plans, and vertical leadership team training. 
b. To select a methodology for the study. 
c. To determine the components for and sequence of the training. 
d. To obtain Program of Studies Committee approval for this project, 
e. To obtain approval of the Human Subjects Committee for this project. 
f. To develop three Area Education Agency-wide survey instruments, one to serve 
as a needs assessment benchmark for a custom-tailored curriculum for school improvement 
training, the second to identify the post training effects, and the third to determine the 
status of effective schools across the state of Iowa. 
g. To obtain approval of the school organizations involved to use the survey data 
for this study. 
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h. To analyze the survey data in order to determine the respondents' opinions of 
the reform movement since 1983 and compare them to the national and state figures 
provided by the Carnegie Foundation. 
i. To analyze the data to determine respondents' opinions of post training 
effectiveness regarding the year-long series of workshops. 
j. To analyze the data to determine to what extent vertical leadership team training 
was provided Agency-wide. 
k. To analyze the data to determine to what extent schools improved statewide in 
their knowledge of and implementation of the effective schools correlates. 
1. To create a mail and phone survey to secure a collection of service agency ratings 
of their vertical leadership team training efforts. 
m. To analyze the data to determine districts comparisons and a statewide status 
of the implementation of vertical leadership team training. 
n. To monitor the year-long training program. 
o. To recommend improvements for the next training session. 
Basic Assumptions 
This study is based on the following assumptions: 
a. An emphasis upon learning i.e., academic achievement is the prime purpose of 
public education. 
b. Educators are concerned about the decline in achievement and in improving the 
quality of education. 
c. Teachers and principals make a difference in the quality of education each child 
receives. 
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d. The status of school reform in Iowa can be determined by surveying the sixteen 
Area Education Agencies. 
e. The respondents in this study will provide an honest assessment of school 
reform and the vertical leadership team training. 
f. The perceptions of educators indicate the progress made in a school district in 
terms of implementing the correlates. 
g. The respondents' answers can provide ample descriptive data. 
h. In many ways, Iowa schools are effective. The challenge is to make them more 
effective. 
i. Collaborative, cooperative, collegial, supportive, non-coercive planning, 
especially at the building level and accompanied by support from District Office personnel, 
is the key approach to improvement. 
j. Focusing on effective schools research may necessitate realignment of other 
priorities within the building(s) and district(s). 
k. Ideal change fosters ownership and commitment by all participants. 
Delimitations 
The following were delimitations of the study: 
a. Only Iowa public schools within AEA 14 for the school year 1991-92 and the 
vertical leadership teams in 17 schools in AEA 14 were selected and examined. 
b. Only the AEA 14 districts' consortium and Green Valley AEA were involved in 
the developmental, vertical leadership team training project. The whole state of Iowa was 
examined in terms of what the AEAs have done to provide vertical leadership team 
training. 
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c. The only aspects of schooling included were the correlates and vertical 
leadership team training. 
d. Only these correlates were included: parental involvement, time-on-task, focus 
on instruction as the mission, leadership by the principal for improved instruction, 
expectation for high student achievement, monitoring the progress of students, and a safe 
orderly place. 
e. Only districtwide teams were used in the study. 
f. The study focused only on the ability of the districts to have a vertical leadership 
team, gather achievement data, and build a school improvement plan 
with the team. 
g. No attempt was made to assess curriculum revision, teaching methods, or 
building level teams. 
Definition of Terms 
1. Area Education Agency (AEA^ - an intermediate service agency for local school 
districts which provides instructional services, such as curriculum development, teacher 
inservice, research, and staff development; administrative assistance, such as data 
processing and cooperative purchasing; and special programs, such as gifted and talented 
and juvenile home instruction. 
2. Cadre - selected teachers and administrators from local education agencies to be 
trained by intermediate education agencies in seminars for improved teaching/learning. 
3. Correlates - influencing conditions or characteristics that seem to be associated 
with high student achievement, such as a clear and focused school mission; safe and 
orderly environment; instructional leadership; high expectations; opportunity to learn and 
time on learning; frequent monitoring of student progress; and home/school partnership. 
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4. Disag|gregation - refers to reporting scores by gender, race, socio-economic 
status, and nuclear/non nuclear status. 
5. Effective school - a building where the proportion of low-income children 
demonstrating academic mastery is virtually identical to the proportion of middle-class 
children who do so. 
6. School improvement plan (SIP) - a written plan of school goals for improved 
achievement Usually includes recommendations and assessment procedures. 
7. Training module - a unit of instruction including materials, processes, and 
designated personnel. 
8. Vertical leadership team - a group of teachers, administrators, parents, and 
others in a local education agency used for planning, monitoring, and assessment of school 
improvement activities. 
9 
CHAPTER n. REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
The Camegie Foundation surveyed more than 13,500 teachers to find out how they 
felt about school reform. The iirst and most revealing question asked was this: "If you 
were to give a grade to the reform movement, what would it be?" Surprisingly, the 
majority of teachers, nearly 70 percent, said that national school reform deserved a "C" or 
less (Iowa=73% ). One teacher out of five gave the reform movement a "D" or "F" 
(Boyer, 1988). According to Director William Lepley in the state's first Condition of 
Education, the public schools of Iowa deserve an "A." However, Director Lepley pointed 
out that the state has reached a plateau in the quality of the system, and future 
achievement via the present system was unforeseen. Can schools work better in Iowa 
and across the nation? The "effective schools" concept and its relationship to school 
improvement is the focus of this chapter. 
History of School Effectiveness 
One of the major problems of school reform and improvement is the way the 
purpose of schools is envisioned. In the early days of the republic, most educational 
leaders assumed that the purpose of schooling was to promote republican/ Protestant 
morality essential to fulfilling civic duties. Following the Civil War, the purpose of 
schools was thought to be to Americanize the immigrant child and to fit students 
according to their ability into the ui1>an factory system. By the 1930s, the "real" purpose 
of schools was social reform purposes as well as political, economic, and cultural ends 
(Schlechty, 1990). Progressive reformers, called Deweyans, were interested in school 
processes. By the '70s, there were the Marxist reformers, who wanted transformation of 
both school and society; libwal reformers, who were another type of progressive 
reformers; and technocratic reformers, who emphasized basic skills, and with whom the 
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school effectiveness movement can generally be identified (Bowles and Gintis,1976). 
The list would not be complete without the conservative reformers, who wanted to restore 
the force of tradition in education (Holmes, 1990). Probably the most outspoken 
conservative group of the '90s is the National Association of Christian Educators and 
Citizens for Excellence in Education (NACE/CEE). These grassroot advocates for 
restructuring the public schools believe that traditional moral values, grounded in the 
Judeo-Christian ethic on which the United States was founded, should be upheld in the 
classroom (Hudson, 1993). 
The development of the Effective Schools Movement may be traced to the late 60s 
and the research of Brookover, Edmonds, and Lazotte (1986). Lezotte identified four 
"critical" periods that mark the epochs of the Effective Schools Movement's evolution. 
The periods and their contributions are discussed next. They are: (1966-76); (1976-80); 
(1980-83); and (1983-present). 
The Period 1966-1976 
This ten-year period was characterized by (input/output equity studies), (the first 
searches for effective schools), and (outlier studies). 
Input/output equitv studies The Coleman study. Equal Educational Opportunitv 
Survey (Coleman. Campbell, Hobson, McPartland, Mood, Weinfield, & York, 1966), and 
the study by Jencks and his colleagues at Harvard, Inequalitv: A Reassessment of the 
Effect of Family and Schooling in America (Jencks, Smith, Ackland, Bane, Cohen, Gintis, 
Heynes,& Michelson, 1972) are input/output equity studies. These studies attempted to 
examine whether school resources were associated with student outcomes. The Coleman 
report found that educational resources available to black students closely matched those 
available to white students. The findings suggested that there was greater parity among 
11 
schools than was thought. Nevertheless, black student performance was considerably 
below that of white students. It was concluded student family background explained the 
achievement deficit among black students. It was also concluded that performance 
differences between affluent and poor students related largely to conditions outside the 
control of the school than to those within the preview of the school (Coleman et al., 
1966). Similarly, Jencks (1972) concluded that educational inequities in the United States 
are not the source of inequality of income and social class. 
McDill and Rigsby (1973) controlled student ability and socioeconomic status and 
concluded that school academic climate explained some of the differences in individual 
achievement. Holmes (1971) reached similar conclusions. What seemed to differentiate 
more successful from less successful schools was the level of academic expectation of 
both teachers and fellow students. The more achievement was expected, respected, 
demanded, and appreciated, the more it was realized. Thus, achievement became the 
focus of the effective schools movement (Holmes, 1989). 
International researchers, like Coleman, were interested in discovering school-
based variables related to differences in achievement. However, unlike Coleman, they 
focused on subjects actually taught in most schools at the level tested. An underlying 
concern of these studies was the effect of school organization on opportunities for social 
mobility. The findings of the international studies of achievement (lEA) w^e 
disappointing in terms of school effectiveness. It was found by Husen (1967) that the top 
nine percent of students do equally well. Husen (1975) argued that this showed the 
superiority of the non-selective (Swedish) system, which provided mass education at no 
cost in achievement. 
Holmes (1979) and Husen (1975) also found that subjects like mathematics and 
foreign language study were relatively sensitive to instructional time, while reading. 
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literature, and civics tended to be insensitive and related largely to home-background 
characteristics. Based on the research of Wiley (1976) and Karweit (1978), Holmes 
(1989) suggested that instructional time influenced learning when a new skill or set of 
ideas was being taught, when learning took place in school, and when instruction was 
sequential. Those conclusions provided implications for the administration of effective 
schools. 
The first searches for effective schools Weber (1971), Klitgaard and Hall 
(1974), and Good and Brophy (1985) were among the early researchers to identify the 
characteristics of effective schools. Good and Brophy (1985) found that the variation in 
achievement among schools was affected by school process or student factors (e.g., 
aptitude). Klitgaard and Hall's study (1974) challenged the work of Coleman's 
input/output studies suggesting that they measured only general achievement effects, 
masking the individual effectiveness of a school. This revealed the existence of some 
unusually effective individual schools. Using performance on standardized reading and 
mathematics achievement tests as a measure of school effectiveness, they analyzed 
three large data sets (Michigan, New York City, and the 1960 Project Talent high school 
data), and found that effective schools had students who consistently achieved at higher-
than-average levels. The data also revealed the existence of unusually effective school 
districts. Two key questions unresolved by their work were: 1) Is student performance 
on standardized achievement tests an appropriate measure of school effectiveness? 2) 
How high does a school have to score on such measures to be considered "effective?" 
Weber (1971,1987) identified eight factors that wwe common in effective inner-city 
schools serving poor student populations. The factors were: 1) strong leadership (in 
three cases it was the principal, in the other it was the area superintendent); 2) high 
expectations (school staff held high expectations with regard to school achievement of 
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inner-city children); 3) orderly climate (school climate was characterized by order, a 
sense of purpose, relative quiet, and pleasure in learning); 4) careful evaluation of pupil 
progress; S) stress on reading (his outcome measure focused on reading); 6) additional 
reading personnel; 7) individualization of instruction; 8) regular evaluation of pupil 
progress. 
Outlier studies Studies by the New York State Department 
of Education (1974a, 1974b, 1976); and the Maryland State Department of Education 
(Austin, 1978); as well as Lezotte, Edmonds, and Ratner's study (1974) of model cities 
elementary schools in Detroit; and the Delaware schools( Spartz, Valdes, McCormick, 
Meyers, & Geppert, 1977) were examples of outlier studies. In outlier studies a 
statistical procedure is used to identify schools whose achievement scores fall at outlying 
extremes either in high-achieving schools or low-achieving schools. Characteristics of 
these outlier schools (school that are much better than expected considering the 
neighborhood they serve and the finances they have) are then assessed by surveys or 
case studies to determine reasons for the schools' outcomes. The most common 
elements of effective schools across these investigations were reported to be better 
control or discipline and high staff expectations for student achievement. 
The period 1976-1980 
This was a period of major public education events and influences in the United 
States. Some of these were (case studies), (program evaluation studies), (the formation 
of coalitions of researchers and practitioners to improve schools), and (the emergence of 
definitions of effective schools). 
Case studies Recent outlier research in school effectiveness used a case study 
design. Although criticized because of inherent weaknesses and small samples. 
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Brookover and colleagues at Michigan State (1979) Brookover and Lezotte (1979), 
Rutter and colleagues from England (1979), the California State Department of Education 
(1980), Glenn (1981), Levine and Stark (1981), and Venezky and Winfield (1981) are 
among the most-cited for outlier research in school effectiveness using a case study 
design. The foregoing studies identified characteristics that were common to most, but 
not all, "effective" schools: 1) strong leadership by the principal or other staff; 2) high 
expectations by staff for student achievement; 3) a clear set of goals and an emphasis for 
the school; 4) an effective, schoolwide staff training program; 5) a system for monitoring 
student progress; and 6) order and discipline. 
Fifteen Thousand Hours (Rutter et al, 1979) is an important study in the school 
effectiveness literature. It looked at twelve secondary schools in London serving a fairly 
homogeneous working-class population using four criteria of effectiveness ~ academic 
achievement measured by examination results, delinquency, in-school behavior, and 
attendance. With the exception of delinquency, it found all variables strongly related to 
administrative and instructional differences among schools. It also found that the level of 
academic expectations, the level, frequency, and types of reward for good work, the use of 
consultative as distinct from pastoral patterns of discipline, making universalism as 
distinct from pastoral patterns of discipline, and close supervision of teachers' work habits 
were all seen to be positively related to outcomes. Purkey and Smith (1983) and several 
other studies substantiated Rutter's core ideas. 
Program evaluation studies Program evaluation studies which reported the 
consequences of variations in school-level factors, from a methodological standpoint 
generally included larger samples than either the outlier or case studies. Despite differing 
research methodologies, an "effective" school in these studies tended to corroborated the 
fmdings of outlier and case studies. Examples of well-known program evaluation studies 
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included: 1) a study of 20 Los Angeles schools participating in a special program to 
improve reading (Armor, Conry-Osequera, Cox, King, McDonnell, Pascal, Pauly, & 
Zellman, 1979); 2) a study of a national sample of compensatory reading programs 
carried out by the Educational Testing Service (Trismen, Waller, & Wilder, 1976); and 3) 
three studies in Michigan intended to determine characteristics of schools with effective 
compensatory education programs (Hunter, 1979). 
Coalitions of researchers and practitioners One of the earliest and most 
important efforts applying the effective schools research to school improvement at the 
local level was the School Improvement Project (SIP) by Ron Edmonds (1982) with the 
New York City schools. Other noteworthy school improvement programs were 
undertaken in Connecticut, Michigan, Milwaukee, and St. Louis using Edmonds' model. 
In all of the school improvement programs, the local school was the unit of 
analysis and the focus of intervention. All of the programs presumed that almost all 
school-age children are educable and that their educability derived from the schools in 
which they were enrolled. These programs advocated increased financial support for 
schools, although more efficient use of existing resources was urged. All programs used 
increased achievement of low-income children as a measure of program effectiveness 
while presuming achievement gains accrued to a greater extent to middle-class children 
(Edmonds, 1982). 
Definition/description of an effective school Edmonds (1982) defined an effective 
school as one in which equal percentages of students from varying socioeconomic 
backgrounds achieve a minimum level of mastery in basic skills. Mace-Matluck (1986) 
offered a composite of definitions commonly found in the literature: 
An effective school is one in which the conditions are such that student 
achievement data show that aU students evidence an acceptable minimum 
mastery of those essential basic skills that are prerequisite to success at 
the next critical time period. 
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The period 1980 -1983 
This three-year period encompassed criticism, competition and growth. The major 
events of the period were (syntheses of the literature), and (the advent of the Excellence 
Movement). 
Svntheses of the effective schools literature Several summarizations, 
syntheses, and critical reviews were completed during this time. Ron Edmonds 
(1979a, 1979b, 1981), Tomlinson (1980), Austin (1979; 1981), Phi Delta Kappa (1980), 
and Purkey & Smith (1983) were among the most-cited. Edmonds (1979a) identified five 
"correlates" of effective schools: 1) principal leadership characterized by substantial 
attention to the quality of instruction; 2) a pervasive and broadly understood instructional 
focus; 3) an orderly, safe climate conducive to teaching and learning; 4) expectations by 
teachers that all students can obtain at least minimum mastery; and 5) pupil achievement 
as the measure of program success. 
Gauthier (1982, 1985), Shoemaker (1982, 1988), Villanova (1984), and Levine 
et.al., (1990) involved in the Connecticut School Effectiveness Project expanded the 
correlates to seven. The seven correlates were: 1) safe and orderly environment; 2) clear 
school mission; 3) instructional leadership; 4) high expectations; 5) opportunity to learn 
and student time on task; 6) frequent monitoring of student progress: and 7) positive 
home-school relations. 
Other reviewers and synthesizers used the terms "characteristics" or "variables" 
when referring to factors associated with effective schools. Purkey and Smith (1983) 
described the effective school as a system of "nested layers" in which the outer layer, the 
school, sets the context for the adjacent inside layer, the classroom. They identified 
organizational-structural and process variables which define the climate and culture of the 
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school. The organizational-structural variables were: 
1. School-site management 
2. Instructional leadership 
3. Staff stability 
4. Curriculum articulation and organization 
5. Schoolwide staff development 
6. Parental involvement and support 
7. Schoolwide recognition of academic success 
8. Maximized learning time 
9. District support 
The process variables were: 
1. Collaborative planning and collegial relationships 
2. Sense of community 
3. Clear goals and high expectations commonly shared 
4. Order and discipline 
Excellence movement The Effective Schools Movement (ESM) was called by 
some researchers the Excellence Movement (EM) Zerchykor (1985). Each movement 
sought to improve schools, was concerned with student outcomes, produced models for 
increasing school effectiveness, and criticized past schooling of inadequate expectations 
for student learning. However, there are significant differences. ESM focused primarily on 
the elementary level while EM focused on the secondary level. ESM targeted basic 
skills, usually defined as elementary reading, while EM emphasized higher-order skills 
and competencies and mastery of curricula above and beyond the basic skills and 
minimum competencies. ESM promoted success for all, while EM nurtured the "best-and-
the-brightest," encouraging schools to tighten standards, make curriculum more 
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demanding, increase average achievement scores, and have students score higher on 
aptitude tests. Inherent in the ESM was an equity dimension, apparently absent in the 
EM. The modest efforts of ESM when compared to the top-down EM has caused some 
concern and criticism; nevertheless, the ESM is continuing to capture the attention of 
state departments of education who have set in place reform initiatives based specifically 
on the effective teaching and effective schools research (Odden, 1985). The EM produced 
a realization at the national level that the economic and social good of the country was not 
served if many minority students were left behind (Teske, 1987). 
The period 1983 - present 
Although this period began with what seemed a disadvantage, the Movement 
made significant strides. This section will discuss the (loss of a leader), (national 
research centers), (development of resources), and (list some questions and concerns 
about the future of effective schools which continue to linger or are emerging in 
educational discourse). 
Loss of a leader Ron Edmonds died of a heart attack in the summer of 1983. 
Lezotte (1986), in probably the most expressive bemoaning of the death, declared 
Edmonds a devastating, personal, professional, and institutional loss. Furthermore, he 
compared Edmond's work to that of a priest, inspirational and propelling. 
National research centers In 1985 the U.S. Office of Education funded two 
Research and Development Centers charged with responsibility for conducting basic 
research on and supporting development of effective schools at the elementary/middle and 
secondary levels: (1) The Center for Effective Elementary and Middle Schools at Johns 
Hopkins University includes in its mission the development and evaluation of specific 
strategies to help schools implement effective research-based school and classroom 
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practices; and (2) The Center on Effective Secondary Schools at the University of 
Wisconsin focuses on learning how to improve the achievement of all students, with 
special attention to the needs of disadvantaged and less successful students. 
Development of resources Source books, questionnaires and assessment 
instruments to assist school personnel in identifying extant resources are now available 
e.g., Kyle (1985), Mace-Matluck (1986a, 1986b), Fleming & Buckles (1987), Anderson 
(1985,1987), Arter (1987), Brousseau (1989), Miller, Efthim, Koppel, and Sayre (1985), 
Ruscoe, Yelton, and Miller (1988), Segaars and Gottesman (1989), Everson, Scollay, 
Fabert, and Garcia (1986), Kelly and Rooney (1987), Gottfiredson, Hybl, Gottfredson, 
and Casteneda (1986), and Villanova (1984). 
Professional journals, such as Phi Delta Kappan. Educational Leadership, and The 
School Administrator feature numerous articles on aspects of the Effective School 
Movement, and new books are published daily e.g., Carlson & Ducharme (1987), Brandt 
(1989), and Holmes et al., (1989). 
A process model of school improvement based on the effective schools research 
has evolved and is being implemented. Although the basis for the generic model was put 
forth by Edmonds, other researchers after him extended and refined the model (Mace-
Matluck, 1987). 
Questions and concerns The research methodologies and studies examining 
school effectiveness left much to be desired (Purkey & Smith, 1983; Good & Brophy, 
1986). Cuban (1987), Good & Brophy (1986), and Holmes (1989) noted: 
1. Most studies examined only student academic achievement as an indicator of 
school effectiveness. Was this concept of effectiveness too narrow? 
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2. Research was limited to elementary schools. Were the findings of this research 
in elementary school applicable to secondary schools whose organization and structure 
dififcr? 
3. Methodologically similar studies differ in their definitions of terms and concepts 
(e.g., "climate," "instructional leadership," "high expectations"). While appearing to be 
consistent in their findings, did the lack of agreement with respect to definition of terms 
and concepts dilute findings? 
4. The individual school was viewed as the unit of change. Was sufficient 
attention given to the role of district leadership in reform efforts? 
5. Available evidence did not provide generalizable information about the stability 
of effective schools. Why did some schools have high achievement one year but not the 
next year? If strong principal leadership was an important variable in school achievement, 
how and why did achievement vary fi-om year to year? 
6. Schools and teachers facilitate students' learning. To what extent did students, 
parents, and community members contribute to good schools? 
7. Most of the equity studies used correlational analysis to associate school 
effects with student learning. Effective schools research did not find that any set of 
correlates (or school characteristics) which produced a school that was "instructionally 
effective." Instead, certain characteristics were found suggesting schools are "effectively 
teaching" children. Were the identifiable correlates adequate to guide school 
improvement? If so, how? 
8. Relationships existed among certain school variables and among certain output 
variables. However, were identifiable school effectiveness variables successfully 
implemented in all schools? If they are implemented, will they produce the desired 
changes in outcome? 
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9. Was cause-effect assumed? Did all studies control socio-economic variables? 
What about other variables such as parent occupational percentages, school size, 
pupil/teacher ratios, etc.? 
Alternative Approaches to School Reform 
Many schools and school districts, impatient with the timely process inherent in 
school reform have initiated projects and programs to produce results fast. School-based 
management (SBM), the collaborative school, outcome-based education (OBE), shared 
decision-making, total quality management (TQM), the School Improvement Model 
(SIM), and vertical instructional leadership teams (VLT) are a few alternative 
approaches. 
School-based management 
SBM is based on two fundamental beliefs: (1) the individual most closely affected 
by decisions ought to play a significant role in making the decisions, and (2) educational 
reform efforts are most effective and long-lasting when carried out by people who feel a 
sense of ownership and responsibility for the process (AASA, 1988). The rational for 
SBM suggests that schools, communities, parents and students have different needs, and 
these needs may best be served at the building, not the district, level. Among areas 
usually included under the purview of SBM are: (1) educational outcomes; (2) curriculum 
and instructional decisions; (3) school-based budgeting; (4) parental, community and 
student involvement; (5) personnel decisions; (6) maintenance; and (7) non-instructional 
topics (discipline, safety, lunchroom, community relations, etc.). 
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The collaborative school 
The collaborative school emphasizes a climate and structure that encourage 
teachers as professionals to work together and also work with the principal and other 
administrators toward school improvement and professional growth. Characteristics of 
the collaborative school suggest that the quality of education is largely determined by 
what happens at the school site; instruction is most effective in a school environment 
characterized by norms of collegiality and continuous improvement; teachers are 
professionals who should be given responsibility for the instructional process and held 
accountable for its outcomes; administrators and teachers need to work together for 
school improvement; and teachers should share in decisions about school goals and the 
means of achieving them (Smith & Scott, 1990). 
Little (1982) identified some "critical practices of adaptability." They are: 
teachers engage in frequent, continuous, and increasingly concrete and precise talk about 
teaching practice; teachers are frequently observed and provided with useful critiques of 
their teaching; teachers plan, design, research, evaluate, and prepare teaching materials 
together; and teachers teach each other the practices of teaching. 
Outcome-based education 
OBE combines the findings of the Effective Schools Research Movement and the 
concept of Mastery Learning. It suggests that each school determines the curriculum and 
school organization. Teachers provide high quality instruction. Student progress is 
monitored and students receive additional learning support, if needed (Danielson, 1990). 
The outstanding promoter of the Movement is Spady (1988). 
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Total quality management 
The principles of TQM focus on building quality into products or services and 
continuously improving them (Deming, 1991). Although developed to improve business, 
Deming identified fourteen steps to achieve TQM which, if modified, may be used to 
improve student performance. The fourteen steps are: 
1. Create constancy of purpose for improvement of product and service. 
2. Adopt a new philosophy. 
3. Cease dependence on mass inspection. 
4. End the practice of awarding business on price tags alone. 
5. Improve constantly and forever the system of production and service. 
6. Institute training. 
7. Institute leadership. 
8. Drive out fear. 
9. Break down barriers between staff areas. 
10. Eliminate slogans, exhortations and targets for the workforce. 
11. Eliminate numerical quotas. 
12. Remove barriers to pride of workmanship. 
13. Institute a vigorous program of education and retraining. 
14. Take action to accomplish the transformation. 
School improvement model 
The SIM project began 20 years ago as a modest effort to study teacher 
performance evaluation criteria. Today, it is a total-systems approach to improve 
classroom performance, schools, and entire school organizations (Manatt, 1994). SIM 
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activities include: 
1) evaluating and improving the performance of all administrators (including the 
superintendent and the board of education) 
2) evaluating and improving the performance of teachers 
3) designing and implementing a staff development training component to (a) 
operate the new monitoring system successfully and to (b) change administrative and 
teaching behaviors to maximize learning for students 
4) renewing curriculum and measuring how much students learn (Manatt, 1994). 
Manatt and Stow, Iowa State University education professors, direct the SIM 
project. The completed model has eleven components: 
1. Long-range strategic planning 
2. Staff development 
3. Curriculum development 
4. Development of criterion-referenced measures (CRMs) 
5. Curriculum assessment 
6. The coaching process 
7. Performance evaluation systems 
8. Supervision/evaluation skills 
9. Management of evaluation data (CATE/S) 
10. Supervising the marginal teacher/administrator (Defining an Intensive 
Assistance Plan) 
11. Climate 
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Vertical instructional leadership teams 
Renewal, reform, and restructuring programs swept the nation when the report, A 
Nation at Risk, (1983) pointed out a quality deficit in American public schools. Possow 
(1990) refers to the educational reform in the 80s as "first" and "second" wave reforms. 
The first wave of reform concentrated on providing "top-down" solutions to problems in 
education. Its outcomes were state actions which changed rules in areas such as teacher 
certifications, standardized achievement testing, and course requirements in the hope that 
changes in these variables would lead to improved achievement. When these remedies 
failed, the second wave concentrated on providing "bottom-up" strategies such as 
decentralization of decision making, site-based management, flexible state standards 
state mandates, teacher ownership and involvement in change, emphasis on accountability 
and outcomes, and restructuring in addition to reform. This second wave reform strategy 
includes vertical instructional leadership teams (ILT). 
Team concept Vertical instructional leadership teams (ILT), also called shared 
decision-making (SDM), were designed to build trust and collaborative skills among 
educational professionals. The American Association of School Administrators (AASA) 
in cooperation with the Institute for Development of Educational Activities, Inc. (IDEA), is 
helping to establish vertical instructional leadership teams in local districts nationwide. 
The vertical team is seen as a foundation for building school effectiveness by using the 
vision and experiences of a number of people. Creating a collaborative, non-threatening, 
non-confrontational atmosphere where professionals empower each other is the heart of 
vertical instructional leadership teams. The vertical team does not supplant the local 
school board's policy and decision-making authority. 
Bahner (1990) describes vertical ILT as a program for school districts to provide 
training and support for regular, vertical, peer communication through an instructional 
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leadership team. The team consists of a vertical "slice" of seven to 11 members and 
includes a school board member, the superintendent, a central office administrator 
responsible for instruction or staff development, a principal from each level, a teacher from 
each level, a parent, and a businessperson, who may also be a parent. Ideally, trained 
facilitators direct monthly meetings of the team over a two-year period to help a district 
become more instructionally effective. 
Purposes According to Bahner (1990), the team has three purposes: (1) to help 
the members and other local decision makers enhance the effectiveness of decisions that 
affect instruction and student achievement; (2) to create new forms of collaboration; and 
(3) to make a difference in the manner in which changes are considered and adapted in the 
local school and community. 
Outcomes The purposes translate into three outcomes: 
(1) Each ILT member, in his/her day-to-day role, as well as within the team, uses 
new knowledge, skills and attitudes to become a more effective decision maker, 
spokesperson, and "change agent" regarding instruction and its effects on student learning. 
(2) The collaborative ILT provides an environment of collegial support for team 
members that transcends the traditional hierarchy and encourages team members to 
develop, learn, and share new skills and ideas while focusing on instructional issues. 
(3) The ILT will create a strategy that will allow every district employee, school 
board member, and parent to (a) become an increasingly effective decision maker 
regarding students' education through working coop^tively to develop, learn, and share 
new skills and ideas; and (b) become involved with collaborative groups containing a 
cross section of persons most concerned with the operations of either the district or a 
given school. 
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An experiment in using vertical leadership teams, or the shared decision-making 
model, was financed by the Iowa State Education Association and conducted at 
Marshalltown, Iowa. The developmental project on vertical leadership team training for 
effective schools research described in this study is a replication of the Marshalltown 
efforts conducted by the Iowa State University "Partners." 
High school restructuring 
School restructuring activities predate the report A Nation at Risk. For years, 
school leaders have attempted to restructure the way they operate their schools to 
improve student performance. After extensive research, Cawelti (1994) has identified five 
major components of high school restructuring which improve the productivity and 
effectiveness in serving student needs. The components and their specific elements are: 
(1) Gurriculium/Teaching-cooperative learning, national mathematics standards, staff 
development in teaching strategies, thinking skills, outcome based education, school-to-
work transition, alternative assessment techniques, interdisciplinary teaching; (2) School 
Organization—shared school governance, site based management, teacher team 
responsibilities, transition to upper grades, teacher-advisee system, school-within-a-
school, block schedule, total quality management, divisional organization, extended school 
year; (3) Community Outreach—community use of school, allied youth services, 
business/industry alliances, school/college partnerships, adult volunteer program, 
community service; (4) Technology—video instructional materials, word processing 
applications, CD ROM technology, computer literacy, modems, multimedia systems, 
distance learning, integrated learning system; and (5) Monetary Incentives-career ladder 
plan, administrator incentive pay, teacher incentive pay, group incentive pay. 
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In summary (Table 1), the literature review revealed that the study of James 
Coleman in 1966 and Christopher Jencks in 1972 had dismayed educational researchers 
and school administrators. Basically, they said the influence of neighborhood and family 
background was so strong that schools could not overcome that disadvantage. However, 
the press reported that what Coleman and Jencks were saying was that schools didn't 
make a difference. That interpretation triggered two decades of school improvement 
efforts. Some of the improvement literature was limited to "correlates," i.e., conditions 
that seemed to be associated with high student achievement. The correlates included 
focus on instruction, leadership by principals, expectations for high achievement, 
monitoring with test data, and a safe orderly place. 
The most famous research on effective schools was that of Ronald Edmonds. His 
research, centered in Michigan and New York state, was not experimental and was not 
empirical. But his intellectual leadership and his carefully thought out rationale for school 
improvement triggered research by a number of scientific researchers. Good and Brophy, 
Weber, and Wiley and Karweit are examples of having carefully structured, experimental 
designs with the correlates as independent variables and student achievement as the 
dependent variables. While most of the school improvement plans centered on Edmonds' 
five correlates, by the time the 1980s ended most researchers knew that there were 
probaably 20 to 30 correlates, and that some, i.e., time on task, were more important than 
others. This review of literature provided direction for the partnership of professors at 
Iowa State University to develop content for the training at Green Valley Area Education 
Agency. 
Table 1. A summary of research findings 
Date Author Contribution 
1966 Coleman Study Input/output equity studies Equal 
Educational Opportunity Survey 
- examined whether school resources were 
associated with student outcome 
- educational resources available to black and white 
students closely matched 
- black students performance was considerably below 
that of white students in spite of similar 
educational resources 
- Performance differences between black and white 
students and affluent and poor students are 
directly related to conditions outside the 
control of the school than to those within the 
purview of the school 
1972 Jencks Input/output equity studies Inequality: A Reassessment of 
the Effect of Family and Schooling in America 
- educational inequities in the U.S. are not the source of 
inequality of income and social class 
1973 McDill & Rigsby Student ability and socioeconomic status 
- school climate explained some of the 
differences in individual achievement 
1971 Holmes Core belief of effective schools movement 
- level of academic expectation of teachers and fellow 
students differentiated more successful from less 
successful school 
1975 Husen Effect of school organization on opportunities for social 
mobility 
- non-selective system superior to selective system 
1976 Wiley & Karweit Achievement in French, geography, & math 
substantially related to instructional time while 
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Table 1.  continued 
Date Author Contribution 
1971 Weber 
1974 Klitgaard&Hall 
English, civics, & science are related largely to 
home background characteristics 
Examined and identified processes operating in effective 
inner-city schools 
- strong leadership 
- high expectations 
- orderly climate 
- careful evaluation of pupil progress 
- stress on reading 
Challenged Coleman's input/out studies and identified a 
number of methodological problems-studies masked the 
individual effectiveness of a school 
- demonstrated the existence of some 
unusually effective individual schools 
- revealed the existence of unusually 
effective school districts 
Raised question of school process vs student factors as 
the variation affect in achievement among schools 
1974-78 Lezotte, Edmonds, Ratner; New York State Department of Education; 
Maryland State Department of Education 
Outlier studies 
1977 Spartz, Valdes, McCormic, Meyers, & Geppert 
Better conti*ol or discipline and high expectations for 
student achievement were the most common 
elements of outiier schools 
1979-'81 Brookover; Brookover & Lezotte; California State Department of Education 
Glenn Levine & Stark; Venezky & Winfield 
Case studies revealing common characteristics 
of most of effective schools 
1985 Good & Brophy 
Table 1.  continued 
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Date Author Contribution 
1979 Rutter 
- strong leadership by principal or staff 
- high expectations by staff for student achievement 
- clear sets of goals and an emphasis for the school 
- an effective, schoolwide staff training program 
- a system for monitoring student progress 
- order and discipline 
Fifteen Thousand Hours 
- examined variables and identified outcomes to 
administrative and instructional differences among 
schools 
Substantiated Rutter's ideas 
- identified two sets of variables that 
define the climate and culture of the school 
Armor, Conry-Osequers, Cox, King McDonnell, Pascal, Pauly «& Zellman 
Program evaluation study to improve reading 
Trismen, Waller, & Wilder 
Program evaluation 
- study of a national sample of 
compensatory education program 
Determined characteristics of schools with effective 
compensatory education programs 
Identified five correlates of effective schools 
-The New York City School Improvement Project 
- applied the effective schools research to 
school improvement at the local level 
Brookover & Lezotte 
Developed a SIP for Michigan 
Comer Developed a SIP for Connecticut 
1983 Purkey & Smith 
1979 
1976 
1979 Hunter 
1979 Edmonds 
1979 
1980 
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Table 1.  continued 
Date Author Contribution 
1982 Gautheir Identified 7 correlates of effective schools 
1988 Spady Created outcome-based education and mastery learning 
Carnegie Report Card on School Reform: The Teachers Speak 
Boyer Grading the reform movement 
-did not grade the movement very high 
1991 Governor's Conference America 2000: An Education Strategy 
- eight national education goals 
1994 Cawelti High School Restructuring: A National Study 
-five high school restructuring models 
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CHAPTER III. METHODOLOGY 
This chapter presents the methods and procedures used to collect and describe the 
data. The chapter includes: a) sample and design, b) procedures, c) instrumentation, and 
d) data analysis. 
Sample and Design 
The sample population for this investigation was drawn from two sources. First, 
the sample of the status study included 15 chief administrators of Area Education 
Agencies across the state of Iowa. Second, the population for the developmental project 
was the Green Valley Area Education Agency 14, comprising 257 teachers and 
administrators for the needs assessment survey from which the 72 participants of the 
cadre training were selected. Green Valley AEA 14 provides a variety of services and 
programs for its 12,308 student enrollment which spans over a 3,927-mile geographical 
area. There are 59 instructional centers: eight high schools, including one alternative high 
school, 11 junior-senior high schools, six junior high or middle schools, 26 elementary 
schools, two handicapped preschools, and one each of a fifth grade center, and a preschool 
developmental center. Seventeen superintendents and 56 principals also work in Green 
Valley AEA 14 (Table 2). The largest community in the Agency is Creston, with a 
population of more than 8,400 people. A private. Catholic school, St. Malachy, also exists 
in the Creston community, but is not considered as one of the school districts. 
The research design of this study was descriptive. Quantitative data was also 
collected. The Committee on the Use of Human Subjects in Research at Iowa State 
University reviewed and approved this project (Appendix BB). It was concluded that the 
rights and welfare of the human subjects were adequately protected, that risks were 
Table 2. Profile of Green Valley Area Education Agency 14 
Survey Enroll­ Supt. Prin­ Tchrs Adm 
Respondoits ment cipal Ctr 
Community EOA=257 CAT=72 N=12308 N=17 N=56 N=997 N=22 
Bedford 0 0 558 1 2 58 
Bridgewater-F 1 1 325 1 2 31 1 
Central 0 0 706 1 0 57 1 
Clarke 0 UNI 1438 1 6 105 1 
Clearfield 13 4 150 1 15 1 
Coming 0 3 663 3 51 1 
Creston 113 7 1748 1 3 128 1 
Diagonal 10 3 145 1 2 22 
East Union 0 UN 634 1 1 49 
Grand Valley 11 4 75 1 1 14 
Greenfield 0 0 575 1 2 44 1 
Lamoni 26 2 413 1 3 40 
Lenox 23 9 489 1 2 42 1 
Mormon Trail 0 0 345 0 31 1 
Mount Ayr 4 7 784 2 59 1 
Murray 0 3 331 1 1 27 1 
New Market 11 2 214 1 1 17 
Orient-Mack. 20 3 374 1 3 31 
Prescott 0 0 126 1 1 12 
Red Oak 0 7 1415 1 1 97 
Stanton 25 2 316 1 2 27 1 
Villisca 0 5 484 1 2 40 1 
St. Malachy2 0 0 114 1 10 1 
^UN = unknown; 8 anonymous CAT respondents 
2private school not counted as an AEA 14 school district 
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1 1 
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outweighed by the potential benefits and expected value of the knowledge sought, 
that confidentiality of data was assured, and that informed consent was obtained by 
appropriate procedures. 
Procedures 
This study illustrated cooperative planning, program design and field training 
involving the Iowa State University, College of Education, "Partners for Quality Schools," 
Green Valley Area Education Agency 14, located in Creston, and 18 of the Agency's 22 
school districts. In December of 1990, Robert Steele, Chief Administrator of Green Valley 
AEA 14, requested the assistance of Professor Richard Manatt, Director of the School 
Improvement Model Projects (SIM), to restructure, by the Spring of 1992, agency-wide 
educational programs using vertical leadership teams. 
In late August of 1991, respondents completed a ten-item, needs assessment 
survey, Education Opinions Assessment, (EOA), at a preschool workshop in Creston. 
The survey was a replication of the Carnegie Foundation's Card on School Reform: 
The Teachers Speak (1988). On October 16 and 17, 1991, the cadre of teachers, selected 
by superintendents and principals in their respective districts, began a series of six, 
extensive training workshops to establish vertical leadership teams for the purpose of 
implementing effective schools research and the correlates in their home schools. At the 
end of the first two days, respondents were asked to comment on an open-ended 
questionnaire, "Discussion Points" (Table 7, Appendices Q,R). Progress reports, 
"Bouquets and Brickbats" were used to evaluate two additional training workshops held 
later in the tiaining program (Tables 17, 18, Appendix W). At the end of the training, the 
Cadre Assessment of the Training, (CAT), provided data for analysis (Table 8). 
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In August of 1992, 14 of the 15 area education agencies (AEAs) participated in a 
survey to determine the status of vertical leadership team training across the state of 
Iowa. The Area Education Agency AssessmentA^ertical Leadership Team Training, 
(AEAAA^LTT), provided data for that analysis. In some agencies, the survey was not 
completed by the Agency chief administrator, but was passed on to the most appropriate 
personnel for completion. 
Planning 
Professor Richard Manatt and Mrs. Katy Rice of the SIM office, and Dr. Robert 
Steele carried out the initial planning of the project. Manatt met with a team of Iowa 
State University education professors, called the Partners for Quality Schools, who 
decided to accept the restructuring challenge. A proposal entitled "Developing and 
Implementing School Improvement Plans for AEA 14 Districts," was formulated and 
submitted to Dr. Steele for his approval on January 23,1991. For the next several 
months, Manatt and the "Partners" wrote, revised, and finalized the contract proposal, 
while this researcher provided a review of the literature related to effective schools 
research and school reform strategies. 
In July of 1991, an orientation organizational meeting for the training was held at 
Iowa State University with Manatt, the "Partners," Rice, Dr. Steele, two ISEA Uniserve 
Directors as guests, and this researcher. At the meeting, the concept of vertical 
leadership teams (VLT) was explored. It was decided that the VLT training would be 
used to identify problems in each district, suggest possible solutions, and aid individual 
school units in creating School Improvement Plans. It was also decided that VLT training 
was not a mechanism to circumvent collective bargaining. In addition, it was decided that 
orientation for all building principals in participating districts would be provided, and a 
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survey of participating districts' faculties would be used as a needs assessment 
benchmark. 
The survey instrument, an adaptation of a survey conducted by the Carnegie 
Foundation, was developed by Manatt and Poston, a "Partner." It was approved for use 
in this study by the "Partners" and administered to educators in Creston in August of 
1991. 
In September, a month later, an orientation, planning meeting with 25 building 
principals was held at the Area Education Agency. The training proposal was approved 
and the training began in October of 1991. An itemized calendar of events is provided in 
Appendix N. 
Vertical leadership team training components 
The vertical leadership team (VLT) training stressed 11 instructional units called 
"modules" to help faculties restructure K-12 schools. Each trainee received a manual 
which included these instructional modules; 1) Developing A Common Language, (2) 
Expectation of High Student Achievement, (3) Developing a Mission Statement, (4) 
Team Building, (5a) School Improvement Team Formation, (5b) Guidelines for Preparing 
and Evaluating School Improvement Plans, (6) Focus on Instruction As the Mission, (7) 
Academic Learning Time: A Tool for Teachers, (8) Safe Orderly Environment, (9) 
Instructional Leadership By the Principal, (10) Introduction to School Culture, and (11) 
Parental Involvement, A brief description of each module is included in Appendix U. 
The training 
The training took place at two sites, Creston and Coming High Schools in 
southwest Iowa on October 16, 1991. Two hundred, fifty-seven educators attended the 
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first meeting. Two themes were discussed: "Changing Paradigms" and "What Changes 
Are Needed in Iowa Schools and Why?" Participants expressed their many concerns i.e., 
school consolidation, time, and the inadequacy of principals as instructional leaders. 
Six days of extensive workshop training for effective schools research and vertical 
leadership teams took place over a period of a year. This researcher attended three of 
those workshops. Participating teams in the training varied depending on the district 
size. A team or cadre generally included an elementary teacher, a secondary teacher, and 
an administrator. Districts with enrollment of 300 to 500 were requested to send four 
representatives; districts with over 500 students were asked to send five or more 
representatives for the training. 
The Area Education Agency made available one hour of graduate credit or 
recertification credit where five or more participants wanted it with participation in the 
first two days training and a third (to be arranged) day. The final day of the training, 
February 17, 1993, was a fulfillment of an agency special request workshop and focused 
primarily on brainstorming techniques. 
Detailed workshop plans are included in Appendix N. On each of the workshop 
days, a particular stage of school improvement was the focus. In each workshop, the 
focus was stressed in the first couple of hours and then hands-on small group instruction 
was given to give the cadre experience at training their colleagues back home. 
For example, on day 1 (October 30, 1991) the theme was "preparation" for the 
back home stakeholder's group. They were taught the correlates and the concerns for 
higher achievement in the morning. In the afternoon, small group sessions were 
conducted to give participants practice at high expectations for student achievement. 
40 
The next session (October 31, 1991) was devoted to changing school culture to 
support the correlates. In the afternoon, participants were given training on how to reach 
decisions about cultural change back home. 
The December 5-6 sessions of 1991 were devoted to team building. The 
participants were taught how to build positive relations, how to have "ice-breaking" 
sessions at the start of each team building, and then they interviewed Robert McCormick 
who had been principal of the high school at Marshalltown and had experienced the 
advantages as well as the difficulties involved with vertical leadership teams. 
The January 29-30 sessions in 1992 gave the partcipants training in focus on 
instruction as the mission and safe orderly place. During each afternoon, participants 
were given exercises and materials to measure time on task and students' perceptions of 
safe orderly place. 
One of the more difficult aspects of vertical leadership teams is reaching a 
decision. On Wednesday, February 17, the participants were given structured materials 
to use in "clear out voting," a technique to reach consensus without letting a majority vote 
decide. Finally, participants were trained using the James Popham exercise in 
determining ethical ways to prepare students for high stakes testing. 
At the end of each session, teachers were asked to use the rating scale called 
"Bouquets and Brickbats." In addition to the overall rating of "one of the best I've ever 
seen," "very helpful" to me, and "not very helpful" to me, participants were asked to 
describe the elements of those workshops which were particularly helpful to them as 
professionals, and those areas which still needed clarifications. The partnership 
professors used that information to help plan each subsequent session (Tables 17,18; 
Appendices Q,R,W). 
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Cost of the training 
The training project was financed by an $11,200 grant to Iowa State University 
from Green Valley AEA 14. It covered printing publications, food, traveling, and lodging. 
All personal time was a "service" contribution by the professors of Iowa State University. 
The grant was AEA 14 funds for staff development, and the award was to the SIM office 
effective July 1, 1991 (Appendix C). 
Document Data 
Two documents were used in the study; "Effective Schools" Vertical Team 
Training: Final report of the Collaborative Program provided by the Professors of 
Educational Administration. College of Education. Iowa State University and Green 
Valley AEA: and Background Paper: Effective Schools Research- January 1992. 
Both documents, prepared by Manatt, were used to help identify certain outcomes and 
themes associated with the planning process, not for comparison and research purposes. 
Instrumentation 
The three instruments used in this study were developed by the researcher with 
assistance by Professors Manatt and Poston. The instruments were: 1) Educator 
Opinion Assessment (EOA); 2) Cadre Assessment of Training (CAT); and 3) Area 
Education Agency Assessment: Vertical Leadership Team Training (AEAA/VLTT) 
(Appendix CC). Each instrument will be discussed in the following paragraphs. 
The Educator Opinion Assessment (EOA) was a replication of the survey used by 
the Carnegie Foundation's Report Card on School Reform: The Teachers Speak {19SS). 
A total of 13,576 teachers returned questionnaires, for an overall completion rate of 33.9 
percent. Carnegie describes the development of its instrument as follows: 
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While the maximum sampling error for this survey is less than plus 
or minus 1 percent~.84 percent, to be exact- the actual error for any given 
question depends on the number of teachers who answered that question. 
In general, more than 95 percent of the teachers who returned the 
questionnaire answered each question. 
A stratified random-sample design was used ... . Teachers' 
names were drawn from alphabetized lists of public school teachers in each 
state. 
Every nth name was drawn from the lists, where "n" was determined 
to achieve a total sample size of 800 teachers for each state. Because the 
alphabetical order of names was not expected to have any relationship with 
the substance of their responses, the total sample size is comprised of simple 
random samples from each state. 
... A weighting scheme was developed so that the survey response 
would represent the relative numbers of teachers, both at the elementary 
and secondary levels, in the fifty states (p. 85). 
These characteristics made it possible to use a valid, reliable, and discriminating survey 
without going through field testing. Moreover, it had the advantage of providing 
statewide and national data on the seven correlates of school effectiveness assessed in 
the study, namely, community respect for teachers; parental involvement in schools; 
academic expectations for students; leadership of the principal related to school goals; 
student achievement in basic skills; the frequency of classroom interruptions; safety and 
orderliness of the school; faculty cohesion, collaboration, and coUegiality; and frequency of 
assessment of students. 
The Educator Opinion Assessment was also used in this study to determine the 
extent of the school reform movement since 1983 in school districts of the Green Valley 
AEA 14 as perceived by educators throughout the school districts. Results were 
compared to the state of Iowa and the national findings of the Carnegie study (Table 4, 
Appendix I). 
At the request of the Green Valley AEA chief administrator, Robert Steele, a 
survey instrument was created to determine the status of progress in the individual 
districts of the cadre members. This survey. Cadre Assessment of Training (CAT), was 
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developed by the researcher. Because this was a one-shot survey, no attempt was made 
at validation or reliability checks. Simply put, "what you see is what we got." The 
rationale was that trainees who had been working together with the Iowa State 
University professors for an entire year would give an accurate assessment of how things 
were going back home. The CAT sought to determine to what extent school reform had 
taken place in the past year in the school districts of the Green Valley AEA; to what 
degree vertical leadership teams existed in school districts of the Green Valley AEA; to 
what extent there was positive change related to the seven correlates of school 
improvement in the past year. The seven correlates assessed were: parental 
involvement, time-on-task, focus on instruction as the mission, leadership by the principal, 
expectation for high student achievement, monitoring student progress, and safety and 
orderliness. The CAT also sought to rate the quality of both the training and the training 
materials provided in the workshops by the Iowa State University "Partners" (Table 8). 
The survey for Area Education Agencey (AEA) chief administrators, Area 
Education Agency Assessment: Vertical Leadership Team Training (AEAAA^LTT), was 
developed by the researcher. It was simply a status report to enable the partnership 
professors and Dr. Robert Steele to know whether the Creston area project was in 
agreement with school improvement efforts across the state of Iowa. At the time of this 
investigation, vertical leadership teams were thought to be a panacea. Vertical 
leadership teams are the equivalent of site-based management for the very small Iowa 
districts. It makes little sense with a faculty of 25 to 50 teachers to make decisions by 
elementary and secondary when these units are often housed in the same building. The 
vertical leadership team used in Iowa is almost identical to building level teams used in 
the big school districts of the East and West Coasts. Of interest to this investigation 
was whether in other AEAs vertical teams were also taught effective schools procedures. 
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The AEAAA^LTT assessed six variables: 1) the extent to which each Agency provided 
vertical leadership team training for schools in their area; 2) the identification of original 
and new correlates included in the training; 3) the identification of concepts of school 
reform stressed in the training; 4) the determination of the teaching of data disaggregation 
by gender, race or socio-economic status in the training; 5) the extent to which the 
training made a difference in school improvement efforts as perceived by the Agency 
directors; and 6) the extent of change in school reform in the past year as perceived by the 
Agency chief administrators (Table 11). 
In addition, two open-ended questionnaires evaluated three workshops. One 
open-ended questionnaire, called "Discussion Points," (Appendices Q, R) asked 
participants to complete four questions: 1) What are you fairly sure that you know about 
the Effective Schools Research and the Correlates? 2) What do you know you know 
about the Effective Schools Research and the Correlates? 3) What do you want to know 
about the Effective Schools Research and the Correlates? Why? and 4) How would you 
propose the correlates be used in your building? 
Another open-ended questionnaire used in this study was called "Bouquets and 
Brickbats." Prior to formation of the "Partners," Professors Manatt and Stow had 
conducted staff development and consortium training for 15 years. They had typically 
used a rating scale which asked for an overall judgement of the quality of the workshop. 
This response mode was 1) one of the best workshops T've ever seen; 2) very helpful in 
preparing me for school improvement; and 3) not very helpful. Over 32 funded projects 
and 15 years of experiments, the School Improvement Model (SIM) professors (Manatt 
and Stow) had experienced 25 percent "one of the best I've ever seen," 65 percent "very 
helpful," and about ten percent "not very helpful." It should be remembered that 
participants in this kind of training were being told that their school, their curriculum, and 
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their teaching was failing American children. Not surprisingly, a substantial number of 
trainees were angered by this message. Consequently, the trainers were quite used to 
having as many as ten percent become angry and rate the workshop low. In the present 
investigation, 19 percent or less of participants on both days rated the workshop lower 
than satisfactory. 
In addition, several other open-ended questions on the survey were as follows: 
1) What was most helpful about this workshop? 2) What unanswered questions, areas of 
concern, or undeveloped topics remain? Identify skills which you feel you need to practice 
more? 3) What do you suggest to improve this type of workshop? 4) My position/role is 
(Table 18, Appendix W). 
Data Collection and Analysis 
Two hundred fifty-seven educators (N=257) from school districts in the Green 
Valley Area Education Agency 14 were administered the Educator Opinion Assessment 
(EOA) in the fall of 1991 by Manatt. Cadre members (N=72) were administered the 
Cadre Assessment of Training (CAT) in the spring of 1992 by Manatt. All chief 
administrators (N=15) of the Area Education Agencies across Iowa were administered 
the Area Education Agency Assessment: Vertical Leadership Team Training 
(AEAA/VLTT) via the mail. Self-addressed, stamped envelopes were provided by the 
researcher. 
Participation was completely voluntary, and confidentiality was guaranteed if so 
desired. Upon completion of the surveys, answer sheets were either handed to Manatt at 
the workshops or mailed to Iowa State University, School Improvement Model (SIM) in 
care of Manatt. 
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Completed survey instruments were analyzed descriptively using frequencies. 
Summary tables were prepared related to each of the research questions. In addition, 
qualitative data from "Discussion Points" and "Bouquets and Brickbats" were 
summarized. The results of data analyses are presented in the next chapter. 
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CHAPTER IV. FINDINGS 
Introduction 
The purposes of this study were to determine the status of effective schools 
across the state of Iowa, to describe a vertical leadership team training project for the 
effective schools program, and to determine necessary components of the training. The 
data analysis was accomplished to explore the following nine research questions: 
1. What is the status in the target districts regarding effective schools and vertical 
leadership team training? 
2. What are the.necessary components of the training? 
3. What items on a survey made up of items carefully selected from the literature 
will determine the implementation of effective school correlates in a school district? 
4. Can the progress of vertical leadership team training be determined statewide? 
5. Will vertical leadership teams combined with effective schools research 
transform schools? 
6. To what extent does the vertical leadership team foster school improvement? 
7. To what extent can teachers learn the correlates and implement them to change 
student achievement? 
8. How well did the training succeed? 
9. What steps are next? 
Each statement presented is followed by a discussion of the findings. Where 
appropriate, graphical representations and tables summarizing the data are presented. 
Descriptive Data 
Fifteen Area Education Agencies (AEA) across Iowa serve 436 school districts 
and approximately 530,000 students. An AEA is a regional, intermediate, service unit to 
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help public and private schools. Iowa AEAs make up one of the foremost regional 
service systems in the country by providing specialized leadership and educational 
services for students, teachers and administrators. Eleven AEAs participated in the 
comparative portion of this study. Data were gathered by mail and/or telephone 
interviews from one survey instrument: Area Education Agency Assessment: Vertical 
Leadership Team Training (AEAAA^LTT). The questionnaire was mailed to AEA chief 
administrators on August 26, 1992. In some cases, telephone interviews with chief 
administrators or a designated spokesperson were used as follow-ups. 
Green Valley Area Education Agency 14 was the target agency for the training 
project described in this study. It serves a population of approximately 12,500 students, 
1,000 teachers and administrators, and 22 school districts. Eighteen school districts 
participated in this study. Two hundred and fifty-seven teachers participated in the needs 
assessment design; 72 of those, teachers and administrators, participated in the cadre 
training. Data were gathered from two surveys: Educator Opinion Assessment (EOA), 
administered to K-12 educators for districts in AEA 14 during August of 1991, and the 
Cadre Assessment of Training (CAT), administered to cadre trainees on April 1, 1992. 
Data were also gathered from progress reports, telephone interviews, and two open-
ended questionnaires: "Discussion Points," administered to cadre trainees on October 16 
and 17, 1991, and "Bouquets and Brickbats," administered to cadre trainees on April 1, 
1992, and February 17, 1993. 
An extensive literature review of over 120 references and 25 major studies 
provided instructional concepts, techniques, and sfrategies of school reform for this study. 
All characteristics were specific to Iowa and were custom-tailored to suit disfrict's size 
and previous experience with school improvement efforts. The core of the concepts 
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narrowed down to 12 items. All items were made into school improvement modules by 
the Iowa State University "Partners." 
Question 1: What is the status in the target districts regarding effective schools and 
vertical leadership team training? 
Question one was designed to determine how educators in their school districts, 
served by Green Valley Area Education Agency 14, viewed school reform in their area. 
Tables 3 and 4 present the data analyzing question number one. The Educator Opinion 
Assessment (EOA) presents an overview of the numbers and proportions of Green 
Valley educators, state and nationwide educators, and their perceptions of school reform 
relative to effective schools research since 1983. Table 5 presents an overall view of 
correlates with high "worse" and high "better" change. 
Report card rating Table 3 shows that educators in school districts served by 
Green Valley AEA 14 graded the quality of the reform movement higher than lowans and 
people across the nation. Fifty-nine percent of Green Valley educators gave the reform 
movement a grade of B or better, compared to 27 percent and 31 percent for Iowa and 
national samples, respectively. 
Table 3. An analysis of the question rating school reform since 1983 by letter 
grades on the Educator Opinion Assessment survey in August of 1991 
Grade Green Valley lowa^ U.S.A.^ 
percent 
A 8 4 2 
B 51 23 29 
C 32 59 50 
D 7 10 13 
F 1 _4 6 
99 100 100 
N=245 
no response =1 
^ sample size 800 in simple-random design 
^ sample size 13^76 in a stratified-random design 
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Correlate or characteristic ratings Table 4 shows that on questions rating the 
effective school correlates in the schools and the changes they've made since 1983, Green 
Valley educators' perception of change for the "better" was lower than the state or 
national figures in parental involvement, and basic achievement, but higher in classroom 
interruptions, safety and orderliness, and faculty cooperation. Respect for teachers, 
academic expectations, and principal leadership were rated about the same by 
respondents from all levels. 
The correlate, respect for teachers, refers to community respect for teachers. 
Roughly one-fourth of each respondent group thought conditions were "better;" the same 
number reported it was "worse;" half reported "no change." 
The correlate, parental involvement refers to the participation of parents in the 
goals of the school. Parental involvement was "better" in Iowa as indicated by 54 percent 
of the respondents. That was not true nationwide or in this AEA where more than 78 
percent of both respondents indicated "no change" or "worse." 
The correlate, academic expectation, refers to the level of performance teachers 
expect from their students. More than 60 percent of teachers responding at all levels 
reported that academic expectations were "better" than they were in 1983. 
The correlate, principal leadership, refers to strong leadership by the principal in 
establishing the goals of the school. Fifty-five percent or more of respondents at all levels 
thought principal leadership was "better" since 1983, while less than one-fourth thought it 
was "worse." 
The correlate, achievement in basic skills, refers to the ability of students to meet 
standards in basic skills. More than 60 percent of respondents statewide and nationally 
thought basic achievement was "better" since 1983. Twenty-eight percent or one-fourth 
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or more said the same, "better," in Green Valley. About the same percent said "worse." 
Forty-four percent felt there had been "no change" since 1983. 
The characteristic, classroom interruptions, refers to interruptions that prevent 
active, engaged learning. Classroom interruptions were "worse" in Green Valley as 
indicated by 44 percent saying there were "more" interruptions. About one-fourth of 
respondents said that for the state and national levels, and less than one-fourth thought 
interruptions were "fewer" on all three levels. 
The correlate, safety and orderliness, refers to a school environment that is safe 
and orderly for students to learn. Statewide and nationally, 42 percent said "better," the 
same percent said "no change," and sixteen percent said "worse," compared to 58 percent 
in the Green Valley region who reported there had been a change for the "better;" only 
eight percent said "worse." 
The characteristic, faculty cooperation, refers to the willingness of teachers to 
work together to achieve the goals of the school. Forty percent or less of respondents 
from all levels thought there had been a change for the "better" in faculty cooperation, 
and roughly the same percent thought it was "worse." 
The characteristic, frequency of assessment, refers to how often the instructional 
program is tested for student performance results. Forty percent or less of lowans 
including Green Valley thought the frequency of assessment was "better," while more 
than 60 percent thought this on the national level. More than 50 percent of lowans 
thought there was "no change," while 47 percent of Green Valley and national 
respondents said this. Four percent or less of respondents from all levels said change for 
the "worse." 
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Table 4. A comparative analysis of educators rating their knowledge of the correlates 
since the school reform movement on the Educator Opinion Assessment survey 
Correlate Green Vallev lowa^ U.S.A.^ 
Respect for Teachers percent 
Better 21 28 25 
No change 47 52 48 
worse 32 20 22 
90 90 100 
Parent Involvement 
Better 24 54 19 
No change 42 34 40 
Worse 34 12 41 
100 100 100 
Academic Expectations 
Better 60 71 74 
No change 27 20 16 
Worse 13 10 10 
100 101 100 
Principal Leadership 
Better 57 56 56 
No change 35 27 24 
Worse 8 16 2Q 
100 99 100 
Basic Achievement 
Better 28 62 64 
No change 44 27 23 
Worse 27 il 13 
99 100 100 
Classroom Interruptions 
Better 18 23 27 
No change 38 54 51 
Worse 44 23 22 
100 100 100 
Safety and Orderliness 
Better 58 42 42 
No change 34 43 42 
Worse 8 14 16 
100 99 100 
Faculty Cooperation 
Better 41 27 23 
No change 38 30 28 
Worse 21 43 49 
100 100 100 
Frequency of Assessment 
Better 48 38 63 
No change 49 59 33 
Worse 3 3 4 
100 100 100 
^ sample size 800 in simple-random design 
2 sample size 13,576 in a stratified-random design 
5  3  
Table 5. Correlates with high "worse" change and high "better" change 
Correlate 
worse change 
peimit difference 
Parental Involvement 
G.V. 
Iowa 
U.S.A. 
Respect for Teachers 
G.V. 
Iowa 
U.S.A. 
Basic Achievement 
G.V. 
Iowa 
U.S.A. 
Faculty Cooperation 
G.V. 
Iowa 
U.S.A. 
Classroom Interruptions 
G.V. 
Iowa 
U.S.A. 
34 
12 
41 
32 
20 
27 
27 
11 
13 
21 
43 
49 
44 
23 
27 
+22 
- 7 
+ 12 
+ 5 
+16 
+14 
-22 
-28 
+21 
+17 
bettCT change 
percent difference 
Academic Expectations 
G.V. 
Iowa 
U.S.A. 
Safety and Orderliness 
G.V. 
Iowa 
U.S.A. 
Principal Leadership 
G.V. 
Iowa 
U.S.A. 
60 
71 
74 
58 
42 
42 
57 
56 
56 
-11 
-14 
+16 
+16 
+ 1 
+ 1 
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Question 2: What are the necessary components of the training? 
Question two was designed to determine what school reform concepts, techniques, 
and strategies would be specific to Iowa school improvement. The answer to this 
question required a review of the literature, a needs assessment survey for the districts in 
Green Valley AEA 14, and the creation of a curriculum to provide the components. Table 
6 lists characteristics cited in the literature for effective schools research and 
instructional vertical leadership teams. Figure 1 lists the common core of the concepts 
and the training modules composed from those concepts. Table 7 shows responses by 
Green Valley educators to question three on the "Discussion Points" survey. This 
feedback was helpful in determining training components specific to the needs of the 
schools in the AEA. 
Question 3: On a survey made up of items carefully selected from the literature, what 
items determined the implementation of effective school correlates in a school district? 
Question three was designed to identify the items on a survey which determined 
whether or not effective school correlates were present in districts served by the Green 
Valley AEA. Tables 7 and 8, and Figure 2 speak to this question. On October 16 and 17, 
1991, cadre participants were asked three questions on the "Discussion Points" survey. 
The answer to question three, "What do you want to know about the effective schools 
research and the correlates? Why?" is presented in Table 7. Figure 2 shows the list of 14 
survey items on the Cadre Assessment of Training (CAT), conducted after the year-long 
vertical leadership training. Table 8 gives an overview of the Cadre Assessment of the 
Training survey. 
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Table 6. A list of suggested characteristics for effective school research and 
instructional vertical leadership teams 
ERS n=22 
Cited by Edmonds 
Strong principal leadership 
A pervasive and broadly understood 
instructional focus 
Safe and orderly school climate 
High teacher expectations for student 
achievement 
Student achievement data used for evaluating 
program success 
Added by Gautheir et.al 
Opportunity to learn and student time on task 
Positive home-school environment 
Added bv Purkey and Smith 
Staff consensus on explicit instructional 
goals and values 
Collaborative, collegial instructional 
planning 
Ongoing, schoolwide staff development 
training 
Teacher accountabiUty and accq)tance of 
responsibility for student 
performance 
An emphasis on higher-order cognitive skills 
Cooperative activity and group interaction in 
the classroom 
Teacher responsibility for instructional and 
classroom management decisions 
VLT n=29 
Cited bv Paden 
Team plaiming 
Tracking 
Learning mode preference 
Parents as partners 
Self-assessment 
Group learning 
Formative evaluation of instruction 
Critiquing teaching methods 
Modeling learning 
Capitalizing on learning strengths 
Motivating for learning 
Concept curriculum 
Interdisciplinary planning and instructing 
Peer teaching 
Teacher as advisor/advocate for students 
The community as a learning resource 
Contextual learning of values 
Definition of teaching role 
Evaluating learning (Was it learned? Should it 
havebeai?) 
Questioning techniques 
Planning for critical thinking 
Intelligent behaviors 
Developing self-initiating learners 
Developing student efficacy 
Collaborative teaching and planning 
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T a b l e  6 .  c o n t i n u e d  
ERS n=22 
Clearly recognized principles and guidelines 
for student behavior and performance 
Individual school autonomy and flexibility 
Staff stability and continuity 
District-level support for school improvement 
High teacher morale and sense of community 
in school 
Schoolwide recognition of academic success 
Teacher empathy, rapport, and personal 
interaction with students 
Strategies to avoid retaining students in grade 
VLT n=29 
Developing an "organic" school (Everyone 
with equal value—different roles 
Instruction in how to leam 
Meta-cognition 
Rewarding learning 
Core Concept 
1. Conducting a school effectiveness internal audit 
2. Vertical leadership teams (district or building level) 
3. Team building, consensus building, collaboration 
4. Standards for school improvement plans 
5. Assessment of instructional practices and curriculum 
6. The correlates of effective schools (Edmonds, Lezotte, Tomlinson, 
Gau their, et.al) 
7. Research on Effective Schools and Effective Teaching 
8. Strategies for high gain teaching 
9. Long-range strategic planning 
10. Establishing improvement objectives 
11. Incorporating objectives into a school improvement plan 
12. Data-driven performance evaluation of students, teachers, and 
administrators 
Instructional Module 
1. Developing A Common Language 
2. Expectation of High Student Achievement 
3. Developing A Mission Statement 
4. Team Building 
5a. School Improvement Team Formation 
5b. Guidelines for Preparing And Evaluating School Improvement Plans 
6. Focus on Instruction As The Mission 
7. How to Increase Learning Time: A Tool for Teachers 
8. Safe Orderly Environment 
9. Instructional Leadership by The Principal 
10. Introduction to School Culture 
11. Parental Involvement 
Figure 1. Core concepts of the components necessary for school improvement in the 
Green Valley AEA and the instructional modules derived from the concepts 
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Table 7. Responses to question #3 on "Discussion Points" survey: What do you want 
to know about the effective schools research and the correlates? Why? 
Oct. 16, 1991- Creston n=42/49 Oct 17, 1991-Coming n=50/56 
How to implement the plan? 
To know more about it. 
Some ideas to use. 
In what way would you have the same 
expectations for all students- Is this fair? 
Will toughening the grading scales help set 
higher expectations? 
How to change the parts of the system we want 
to change. 
How can we expect more of students and get them 
to do homework? 
How can schools be made to teach social skills so 
kids can be able to make iriends and communicate 
better. 
I would like a demonstration of "how to" rather 
than numbers. 
I would like to observe a school that has been 
using this model for a couple of years. 
How to put together a SIP. 
What specifically would you like us to do? 
What changes do you expect from teachers? 
Will it require more money? 
More time for teachers? 
How can it be done in 24 hours? 
How can we be college prep and mastery to all 
students? 
How much does the legislature know about this? 
How are we going to grade a child? 
More on portfolios. 
Are these positive effects or merely 
characteristics? 
Have we lowered expectations of student 
progress? 
How does testing frequently go with data 
saying not to test? 
How committed are we to following through 
with all this? 
How does this correlate with DPI standards, 
the DEO, and "World Class" goals? 
Need more depth of information. 
More information about Spec.Ed. kids and master 
and effectiveness of program at high school. 
Also, how program deals with TAG students. 
What do we do when everyone does not meet the 
goals (allowing for differences)? 
Need administrative support, then include 
students, parents, and busmess, etc. 
How will it help to measure? 
More time in a day. 
How we can implement effective strategies 
and receive the support we need to keep them 
going. 
Solutions. 
How would you propose the correlates be used 
in yoiu- building? 
How to integrate multi-cultural effectively. 
Time-on-task. How to have less interruptions. 
My school's research data. 
Specific ideas. 
Willing to make the commitment. 
Funding. 
Parent involvement-this is strongly needed. Why? 
to improve! 
Many changes take money we don't have-money to pay 
for more programs before and after school. 
How are schools rated and how we can change. Why? 
direction. 
How your school did. 
Subjective, objective, and mixture. 
Mission-what do we want to know? 
How are they going to check to see that everyone is 
doing them? 
How to achieve higher student achievement and 
motivation. 
How can we put out students that have learned from 
their parents how to live comfortably from the 
government? 
Need to know more about all. 
Effective ways to implement the correlates because 
it seems to be hard to implant these. Why?-pays. 
Clear, concrete examples as opposed to theory. 
How to fit it into my personal needs for 
effectiveness. 
More about the adminisfrator's role. I think this 
may be a different role for some. 
Redefinition of time-on-task. Can be dangerous 
if viewed in paper/pencil activity. 
Direction to improve statistics. 
What will make this really happen? 
Step-by-step outline. 
Expecting a big change-How? 
Change in school schedule-How? 
Incentives for kids to succeed who can do as good 
or better on govenunent programs. 
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Table?, continued 
Oct. 16, 1991- Creston Oct. 17,1991- Coming 
How do we morivate "able" students? 
Will we use this model for extended period 
or jump to new model? 
Where do we start with all these changes? 
Leadership by principal and time (after school) 
to discuss new ideas with other teachers. 
What does research show on whether 
monitoring students' achievement really 
improve for all students? 
How do we implement and evaluate E.S.R. 
How programs like ASSURE correlate with the 
overall evaluation. 
How to adapt our curriculum to meet the needs 
of present and iiiture students. 
How to effectively get staff members on board 
with a positive attitude towards the program. 
Give us some answers or processes or a plan! 
We would want to know more about leadership 
for instruction by the principal, focus on 
instruction as the mission, and expectation 
of high student achievement. 
How do we get all students to mastery level 
(team teaching or block of 1-3 and child 
stays in this block until classes are mastered? 
Implementation, which are most important. 
How to organize schools with new schedules 
for the betterment of the students. 
Are "they" already assuming that we will have 
to redistrict/reorganize? 
Need to know the focus of instruction in our 
mission statement. 
What are the new ideas? Let us know. 
Leadership for instruction by principal is 
very poor. 
Time-on-task is low because of discipline problems. 
How it can be used to help create a better school 
climate/culture. 
Cooperative learning, portfolios. How can we do 
all this with reduced staffs and reduced funds? 
Focus on instruction. 
Expectation, monitoring. Why? we want to know. 
How will it really get back to us and get put 
into action? 
Working models for each area, constructive 
examples. 
Reconcile - high expectations- a trend towards 
greater percentage of high risk students. 
How to make it work in our schools. 
How to involve the community with effective 
schools. 
How can I control extraneous variables. 
Direction on how to improve instruction. 
It must be noted that the comments in Table 7 are a partial representation of the 
total responses of the questionnaire, "Discussion Points" (Appendices Q,R). Also, the 
questionnaire was given to the entire faculty prior to the selection of the cadre. Therefore, 
respondents had received very littie background information about effective schools 
research and the correlates. As a result, only 35 percent of the concerns related to the 
correlates or school reform. Forty-eight percent were general or procedural concerns 
about the forthcoming training. Five percent were concerns about evaluation or 
assessment, and three percent were about money. A total of eight percent were 
miscellaneous or seemingly unrelated responses. 
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Table 8. Overview of Cadre Assessment of the Training survey 
Variable nnmber percent 
Academic expectations 
Better 40 56 
No change 31 44 
Worse 0 0 
No response 1 1 
72 101 
Basic achievement 
Better 22 31 
No change 39 54 
Worse 6 8 
No response 5 7 
72 100 
Principal leadership 
Better 37 51 
No change 29 40 
Worse 3 4 
No response 3 4 
72 99 
Safety and orderliness 
Better 24 33 
No change 44 61 
Worse 1 1 
No response 3 4 
72 99 
Do you have a VLT? 
No 18 25 
Yes 54 75 
72 100 
Status of the VLT (more than one choice possible) 
Don't know 2 
Nothing accomplished 1 
Team establish^ 41 
Mission statement 44 
Beyond mission statement 22 
School improvement plan 4 
sufficient some little v. little 
Knowledge of the Correlates 1* 2 3 4 NR 
number 
Parental involvement 37 30 2 2 1 
Time-on-task 43 26 2 0 I 
Focus on instruction 45 24 2 0 1 
Principal leadership 25 32 6 6 3 
Academic expectations 51 17 3 0 1 
Frequency of assessment 29 36 4 2 1 
Safety and orderliness 36 33 2 0 1 
inadqate shallow adqate v. good superior 
Ratine of the Training 1 2 3 4 5 NR Total 
Quality of training 2 5 24 25 14 2 72 
Quality of materials 2 1 18 34 14 3 72 
* smaller number is belter 
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1. Parental involvement 
2. Academic expectations 
3. Principal leadership 
4. Student achievement in basic skills 
5. Monitoring the progress of students 
6. Safe orderly place 
7. Time on task 
8. Establishing vertical leadership teams 
9. Focus on instruction as the mission 
10. Developing a mission statement 
11. Gathering benchmark data 
12. Writing a school improvement plan 
13. Quality of the training 
14. Quality of the training materials 
Figure 2. Survey items which determined the implementation of effective school 
correlates in the Green Valley AEA from the Cadre Assessment Training 
survey 
Question 4: Can the progress of vertical leadership team training be determined 
statewide? 
Question four was designed to determine the progress of vertical 
leadership team training offered by the 15 Area Education Agencies (AEA) 
across Iowa. Tables 9, 10, and 11 give data to answer the question. Table 9 
contains responses of eleven AEA chief administrators, or 73 percent, who provided 
training to 155 districts. Nine of the chief administrators, or 60 percent, reported the 
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training made a difference in school improvement efforts. Two chief administrators said 
either the districts were providing their own training or another method was in progress. 
Two chief administrators did not respond, perhaps an indication that nothing was going on 
in the area. Table 10 shows the chief administrators' perceptions of the improvement 
efforts in the schools. Table 11 shows an overview of the agency-wide assessment. 
Table 9. Statewide progress of VLT training provided by the AEAs 
Variables AEAs 
n=15 
Provided training 
Yes 11 (73%) 
No 2 
No response 2 
15 
Training results made a difference 
Yes 9 (60%) 
No 0 
Other 1 
No response 5 
15 
Districts receiving training 155 (36%) 
Table 10 shows an analysis of AEA chief administrators' responses to change in 
the knowledge of the correlates after vertical leadership training was provided for the 
districts. Using response choices "better change" than before, "no change," and "worse 
change" than before, four respondents (4/11) said academic expectations were "better," 
while one respondent (1/11) said "no change." One respondent (1/11) said student 
achievement was "better;" two respondents (2/11) said "no change." Three respondents 
(3/11) said principal leadership was "better;" one (1/11) said "no change." Two 
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Table 10. An analysis of AEA chief administrators' perception of the change in 
knowledge of the correlates after vertical leadership team training 
Correlates AEA 
n=ll 
Academic Expectations 
Better 4 
No change 1 
Worse 0 
No response 6 
11 
Basic AchievemMit 
Better 1 
No change 2 
Worse 0 
No response ^ 
11 
Principal Leadership 
Better 3 
No change 1 
Worse 0 
No response J7 
11 
Safety and Orderliness 
Better 2 
No change 1 
Worse 0 
No response J 
11 
respondents (2/11) said safety and orderliness were "better;" one (1/11) said "no 
change." There were no "worse" responses for any of the four correlates. 
Questions 5: Will vertical leadership teams combined with effective schools research 
transform schools? 
Question five was designed to determine whether the two reform strategies 
combined would improve instruction and transform schools. Table 12 shows an analysis 
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Table 11. An overview of AEAAA^LTT survey 
Variables 
Training provided 
yes 
no 
no response 
11(76%) 
3(21%) 
1_ 
15 
Districts receiving training 155+ 
Hours of training 
10-19 
20-29 
30-39 
40+ 
no response 
5 
2 
2 
1 
5_ 
15 
Why no training was provided 
district initiating 
working on it 
attempt failed 
lack of interest 
other 
no response 
How training was presented 
consecutive days 
over school year 
weekend retreats 
other 
no response 
Participants in the VLT training (more than one choice possible) 
board member 7 parent 4 
superintendent 10 Uniserve Director 6 
principal 11 businessperson 3 
administrator 8 iacihtator 2 
teacher 10 other 0 
2 
2 
0 
0 
1 
12 
2 
8 
0 
1 
4 
15 
Did teams meet regularly? 
yes 
no 
some 
no response 
7 
2 
1 
5 
15 
Original correlates included 
time on task 
focus on instruction 
principal leadership 
academic expectations 
frequency of assessment 
safety and orderliness 
parental involvement 
School reform concepts stressed? 
Yes 11 
No 0 
no response 4 
15 
5 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
Frequency of meetings 
weekly 
bi-weekly 
monthly 
bi-monthly 
other 
no response 
Correlates included? 
0 
0 
4 
2 
2 
7 
15 
yes 
no 
don't know 
no response 
6 
4 
1 
4 
15 
New correlates included (more than one choice possible) 
staff development 
instructional arrangement 
and inplementation 
studoit efficacy/futility 
multicultural instruction 
student development 
student evaluation 
other 
4 
2 
5 
4 
1 
1 
Table 11. continued 
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Variables 
Reform conceits (moie than one choice possible) 
common language 7 
academic expectations 7 
focus on instruction 7 
principal leadership 8 
academic learning time 5 
safety and orderliness 7 
school improvement plan 
mission statement 
team building 
parental involvement 
school culture 
otho' 
8 
8 
8 
5 
7 
0 
Data disaggregation included? 
yes 5 
no 4 
no response 6 
15 
School improvement efforts different? 
yes 
no 
other 
no response 
9 
0 
1 
5 
15 
Basis for conclusion (more than one choice possible) 
student achievement 1 parental involvement surveys 
teacher surveys 5 observations/gut feelings 
comments/praise 6 other 
school culture surveys 3 no response 
1 
5 
5 
6 
Change in knowledge of correlates in the past year (Only those providing the training) 
Correlate 
better no change 
N=ll 
worse NR 
academic expectations 4/11 1/11 0 6 
student achievement 1/11 2/11 0 8 
principal leadership 3/11 1/11 0 7 
safety and orderliness 2/11 1/11 0 8 
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of cadre respondents rating their knowledge of seven correlates to improve instruction. 
Using a four-point scale where the lower score is better, response choices were, 
"sufficient knowledge to improve instruction," "some," "little," and "very little" with one 
being "sufficient knowledge to improve instruction," and four being, "very little." Except 
for principal leadership and frequency of assessment, more than 50 percent of all 
respondents said they had "sufficient knowledge to improve instruction" for the correlates 
parental involvement, time-on-task, focus on instruction as the mission, high academic 
expectations, and safety and orderliness. Forty-one percent felt that way about frequency 
of assessment, while only 36 percent felt that way about principal leadership. 
Table 12. Cadre respondents rating their knowledge of the correlates to improve 
instruction 
Correlate 
sulificiait 
toin^nove 
instruction 
1* 
some 
2 
N(pacent) 
little 
3 
very 
little 
4 
NR Total 
Parental involvement 37(52) 30(42) 2(3) 2(3) 1 71 
Time-on-task 43(61) 26(37) 2(3) 0 1 71 
Focus on instruction 45(63) 24(34) 2(3) 0 1 71 
Principal leadership 25(36) 32(46) 6(9) 6(9) 3 69 
Academic expectations 51(72) 17(24) 3(4) 0 1 71 
Frequency of assessment 29(41) 36(51) 4(6) 2(3) 1 71 
Safety and orderliness 36(51) 33(46) 2(3) 0 1 71 
*lower score is better 
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Question 6: To what extent does the vertical leadership team foster school improvement? 
Question six is designed to determine whether a school's established vertical 
leadership team will encourage school improvement. Tables 13 and 14 speak to this 
question. Table 13 shows an analysis of vertical leadership teams established in home 
schools after the cadre training. Seventy-five percent of respondents reported "yes" for 
teams established back home while 25 percent said "no." When asked the status of the 
team, more than one option was selected, but only four respondents reported having a 
school improvement plan. Forty-four respondents reported having a mission statement. 
Table 14 shows an analysis of responses by cadre members and AEA chief 
administrators according to their positions. 
Table 13 An analysis of vertical leadership teams established back home 
after the year-long cadre training 
Variables cadre member 
n=72 (percent) 
Vertical leadership teams 
established back home 
Yes 
No 
54 (75) 
18. (25) 
72 
Status of established teams 
(more than one choice possible) 
Nothing accomplished 
Team established 
Mission statement 
Beyond mission statement 
School improvement plan 
Don't know 
1 
41 
44 
22 
4 
2 
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Table 14. Cadre and AEA respondents indicating perceptual changes of the correlates 
and established vertical leadership teams by positions; school levels of cadre 
respondents 
better no change worse NR-DK 
Correlates N(percent) Total 
academic expectations 
teachers 28 (57) 21 (43) 0 49 
principals 9(69) 4(31) 0 13 
other^ 3 (50) 3(50) 0 6 
anonymous 0 3(75) 0 1(25) 4 
AEAs 4(36) 1 ( 9 )  0 6(55) 11 
student achievement 
teachers 14 (29) 27 (55) 4( 8) 4( 8) 49 
principals 4(31) 7(54) 0 2(15) 13 
other 3(50) 3(50) 0 6 
anonymous 1(25) 1 (25) 2(50) 4 
AEAs K 1) 2 ( 2 )  0 8(73) 11 
principal leadership 
teachers 25(51) 21 (43) 3 ( 2 )  49 
principals 8(62) 4(31) 0 1( 8) 13 
other 3(50) 2(33) 0 1(17) 6 
anonymous 0 3(75) 0 1(25) 4 
AEAs 3(27) 1 ( 9 )  0 7(64) 11 
safety and orderliness 
teachers 12 (24) 36 (80) 0 1 ( 2 )  49 
principals 9(69) 4(31) 0 13 
other 3(50) 2(23) 0 1(17) 6 
anonymous 1(25) 1(25) 1(25) 1(25) 4 
AEAs 2(18) 1 ( 9 )  0 8(73) 11 
Established Vertical Leadership Teams Back Home 
Yes No Total ] 
respondent N(percent) 
teacher 35(71%) 14 (29%) 49 
principals 9 (69%) 4(31%) 13 
other 6 (100%) 0 6 
anonymous 4 (100%) 0 4 
AEAs^ 8 (73%) 2 (18%) 11 
School levels of cadre respondents: 
elementary = 22 junior high/middle = 7 secondary = 15 
^other= 1 supt., 1 executive adm., 1 administrator, 1 consultant, 1 curr. co., 1 counselor 
^figures reflect only those AEAs which provided VLT training 
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Question 7: To what extent can teachers learn the correlates of effective schools research 
and implement them to change student achievement? 
Question seven was designed to determine whether knowledge of the correlates 
could be implemented to change student achievement. Table 15 shows a five percent 
increase in the number of respondents who said "change for the better" for the correlate, 
basic achievement, after the training. While this was not a marked improvement, there 
was no decline. 
Question 8: How well did the training succeed? 
Question eight was designed to determine the quality and success of the training. 
Tables 16, 17 and 18 answer this question. Table 16 shows that respondents rated the 
Table 15. Perception of change in key correlates after one-year cadre training 
Before training After training Difference 
Correlate percent 
Academic expectations 
Better 60 56 -4 
No change 27 44 +17 
Worse 13 0 -13 
Basic achievement 
Better 28 33 +5 
No change 44 58 +14 
Worse 27 9 -18 
Principal leadership 
Better 57 54 -3 
No change 35 42 +7 
Worse 8 4 -4 
Safety and orderliness 
Better 58 35 -23 
No change 34 64 +30 
Worse 8 1 - 7 
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quality of the training and the materials on a five-point scale provided on the Cadre 
Assessment of the Training (CAT) survey. Response choices were "inadequate," 
"shallow," "adequate," "very good," and "superior," with one being inadequate and five 
being superior. Eighty percent or more said the quality of the training and materials were 
"adequate" to "superior." Ten percent reported the quality of the training was "shallow" 
or "inadequate," while five percent said that about the quality of the materials. There was 
a greater tendency to rate the materials as very good after the training than before the 
training. 
Table 16. An analysis of the rating of the training by cadre members after the training 
inadequate 
1 
shallow adequate 
2 3 
VCTy 
good 
4 
supaior 
5 
Variable NOpercent) Tot. NR 
Quality of training 2(3) 5(7) 24(34) 25 (36) 14(20) 70 2 
Quality of materials 2(3) 1 (2) 18 (26) 34 (49) 14(20) 69 3 
Table 17 shows ratings on the "Bouquets and Brickbats" questionnaire for two 
training workshops held on April 1, 1992, and February 17, 1993. Response choices were, 
"exceeds my standards," "meets my standards," and "does not meet my standards." 
Slightly less than 70 percent of respondents on both days said the workshops either 
exceeded or met their standards. Only nineteen percent or less on both workshops said 
their standards were not met. Table 18 gives overall responses to two "Bouquets and 
Brickbats" surveys. 
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Table 17. Progress report for training workshops by cadre members from "Bouquets 
and Brickbats" survey 
Variables 
Aoril 1. 1992 
N=16(%) 
Feb. 17.1993 
N=26(%) 
One of the best I've attended 
(exceeds my standards) 
3(19) 5 (19) 
Very helpful to me as a professional 
(meets my standards) 
8 (50) 13(50) 
Not very helpful 
(does not meet my standards) 
3(19) 3(12) 
other 2 (13) NR 5(19) 
Total* 16 (101) 21 (100) 
•Figures may not add up to 100 percent because of rounding. 
The most helpful things about the workshops were grouped into five categories 
(Table 18). First was information giving references or ideas. Next was knowledge about 
the curriculum. The review information came third, followed by information that gave a 
sense of renewal and redication to the program. Positive organizaton, discussions, 
interactions, and networking were also reported as very helpful. 
Item number three on the survey asked about unanswered questions, and areas of 
concern, undeveloped topics remaining, and skills needed to practice more. Thirty percent 
of respondents said there were undeveloped topics, 26 percent said there were 
unanswered questions, and 17 percent had some areas of concern. Only two percent 
mentioned skills for which they needed more practice. 
To improve the workshop, the largest number of respondents said there was too 
much review. The next largest response was more time needed, followed by more 
examples needed. Basic comfort, such as sitting too long and a better room, were also 
suggestions for improvement. 
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Table 18. Overall responses to "Bouquets and Brickbats" surveys given a year apart 
April 1,1992 n=16 February 17, 1993 n=21 
How do you rate this workshop? Check one: 
3 One of the best I've attended (Exceeds my standards) 5 
8 Very help to me as a professional (Meets my standards) 13 
3 Not very helpful (Does not meet my stand^ds) 3 
2 Other Q 
16 2V 
What was most helpful about this workshop? 
Review and to look at local program 
The interaction among people in small groups; 
cooperative learning. 
Ideas on curriculum. 
Beginning of discussions on taking theory into practice. 
Reinforcement of previously learned material. 
Dr. Manatt is a dynamic speaker and I can listen to him 
all day/any day, but it was all the same-the video was 
shown last April. 
Information about being responsible, about teaching 
in your curriculum. 
References and ideas. 
It has helped give a focus for school improvement. 
The idea of doing one subject area well, and then using 
it as a model-a spin-off for additional curriculum work 
is a great idea! I have also advocated using blocks of days 
to accomplish our curr. work rather than once a month 
two-hour shots. 
Got some really good ideas this time. Each time we 
meet, the concepts and ideas for effective schools just 
seem to gel and come together for me. 
Reminders, jogged my memory as to what we should do. 
We have been involv^ in a SIP at my school for about 
five years. 
It had reached a standstill for some reason or another; 
I think this "restarted" my life. 
Ideas to use with teachers, esp. cooperative 
processing. 
Review. 
Renewal of dedication, review of concepts, 
practice of skills. 
Gives direction for our local v ertical team 
Both Dr.Manatt and Dr.Mitchell were very 
professional and presentations were well 
organized. 
I'm encoiuaged again. 
Portfolio grading. 
Providing directions to get staff members 
actively involved in the building; provided 
a positive balance to get parental background 
in education. 
I enjoyed the info, on alternative assessment, 
portfolios, etc. 
Clarification of some of the correlates. 
Appreciated the organization. 
Bloom's Taxonomy. 
Many thought-provoking ideas. Handouts. 
It made me realize that we need to take a close 
look at our curriculum. 
It's focus on the vertical team, and developing 
one curricular area at a time. The cooperative 
processing is also a very valuable tool. 
Alternative assessment, I have a better 
grasp on different ways students and teachers 
can help assess what is taught. 
Many good ides and examples, enjoyed the 
clear out voting. 
Opportunity to "network" with ISU staff. 
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Table 18. continued 
April 1,1992 n=16 February 17, 1993 n=21 
What unanswered questions, areas of concern, or undeveloped topics 
remain? Identify skills which you feel you need to practice more? 
Culture studies. 
I am still having problems getting a clear picture of the 
steps we need to take. I wish we could get ISU to our 
school to help us do this right. 
I thought this would be an extension of previous 
sessions. Too much time was spent going over material 
previously covered. 
More input on criterion-referenced testing. Addressing 
field-tested ideas in each of the correlate areas. 
Group work skills. 
What comes next in the process? 
More hints-activities-speciiic things to do and work on 
to achieve oiu" goals. Where do our teachers start? How 
do we not overwhelm them? 
More about assessment techniques, pre, post. Climate 
and culture ideas to change. 
I'm still looking for the best way to get my people 
as far along as I can, the easiest and best way. 
I need to practice types of assessment. 
How do we as vertical team members deal with 
negative, uncooperative, fellow teachers? (This is one 
of our major frustrations right now.) How do goals 
become common goals? School climate is discussed-
but how do we go about changing it? 
Probably need more work on CBMs. 
How to evaluate where we are not? Trouble-shooting 
techniques to improve our vertical teams? 
Jesus! The world is wide and in it are many 
unanswered questions. I don't even know 
what I don't know. 
Alternative assessment/video was 
excellent. I wish this hadn't come at the end 
of the day. 
I am so eager to learn all aspects. Everything 
I know so far has come from brief 
fragmented discussions. 
We feel overwhelmed in our school with 
info, on curt. How do we get started and 
revamp on a regular basis? 
Need more info., but I need to fmd the info. 
I felt lost at times bee I did not have the 
past training that many here had. 
We've made strives with our curr, but we 
must now reassess what has already been 
done and then implement an effective vertical 
team for each curricular area. 
Don't have a large enough knowledge base to 
decide. 
More info on Outcomes Process and how to 
move all staff members in this direction. 
How to get administration interested 
and/or involved. 
What do you suggest to improve this type of workshop? 
Too much review, let's move forward. 
None. 
More examples of what is working. 
More days consecutively. 
I don't think it was Dr.Manatt's fault, but there was 
just too much repetition. Did he imderstand that we 
were going to be his old group? 
I feel that most of the day was spent reviewing or just 
''beginning''-we need to move on. 
More time. 
More examples of application within school districts 
that are implementing the effective school model. This 
can be a motivator for all of us. 
More frequent, increase duration. 
Super Day! 
More questions and answer time. 
I feel some of this info is very repetitive-I 
needed some review, but it seemed like 
too much! 
Most of us had already done the clear-out 
voting. Could you pretest or pre-question us 
about needed topics? 
We had to move very fast. More time. 
Do not repeat info introduced a year ago. 
Dates were too far apart. 
Expand contact time, too much info in 2 days. 
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Table 18. continued 
April 1,1992 n=16 February 17,1993 n=21 
Get us to a better room! 
Each attending school identify strengths and how 
develop weaknesses and how can address round table 
discussions. 
My position/role is: 
principal; elementary principal; superintendent; 
teacher; high school principal; instructor; 
elementary teacher; Chapter 1 reading teacher; 
secondary administrator; A.D./computer/transportation 
director/staff development chairman; K-5 reading; 
special education coordinator/teacher 7-12; 
multi-cat. resource; administrator; high school 
teacher. 
Get people up and moving, too much on my 
rear time. Shorten it! 
Specific workshop in this area. 
Improve evaluation instrument. 
administrator; instructor; elementary principal; 
classroom teacher; counselor; teacher; middle 
school principal; teachers of voc., family, 
sciences; superintendent; principal; staff 
development coordinator; secondary teacher; 
high school principal; elementary principal; 
teacher; classroom teacher; teacher; teacher. 
Thirty-four of the 37 respondents identified their position or role. Teachers 
including one counselor represented the majority (56 percent), followed by principals and 
administrators (38 percent). Six percent were superintendents. 
Question 9: What steps are next? 
Question nine was designed to determined where to go from here, 
question will be discussed in the next chapter. 
This 
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CHAPTER V. SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, LIMITATIONS, 
AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Research on effective schools has identified a number of correlates and stiiategies 
to improve schools. Some districts, acting on the research by introducing practices 
identified in effective schools research, have created more successful schools. Most 
studies on school effectiveness, however, have concentrated largely on inner-city schools 
with large numbers of disadvantaged students. This study was different from most school 
effectiveness studies; it concentrated on small, rural districts in Iowa where high 
achievement is more common. Another difference is it used a new reform strategy, 
vertical leadership teams, in an attempt to introduce the practices identified in effective 
schools research to facilitate school reform. 
Summary 
The purpose of the study was threefold. It determined the status of school 
effectiveness across the state of Iowa, described a vertical leadership team training 
project for the effective schools program, and determined the combination of the training 
components needed to facilitate rapid school change via vertical leadership teams. A 
review of school improvement literature from Coleman (1966) to Calwelti (1994) as well 
as the continuing decline in achievement of American students when compared to other 
industrialized nations provided the conceptual framework for this study. 
William Lepley, State Director of Education in Iowa, proposed that a task force be 
selected to develop goals and objectives for a K-12 curricula. Outcome-based education, 
(OBE), a curriculum paradigm by Spady (1988), was designed to change the assessment 
of student achievement by identifying what graduates should know and be able to do to 
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succeed in the future, then redesigning teaching, learning, curriculum, instruction and 
assessment to help all students reach these goals (Ledell and Amsparger, 1993). In 
May of 1993, two years into the project, Lepley announced his decision to reject the OBE 
plan, saying the yearlong effort to spell out outcomes had met with too much controversy 
and too little support ("Iowa..." 1993). Manatt (1993) refers to this as the "Iowa 
debacle." Before this happened, however, Robert Steele, Chief Administrator of Green 
Valley Area Education Agency 14, sought to meet Lepley's challenge by contacting the 
College of Education at Iowa State University and requested assistance in facilitating 
school reform. A team of professors, led by Professor Richard Manatt, Director of the 
School Improvement Model Projects, examined the problems of the participating districts, 
suggested possible solutions, and assisted individual schools in developing school 
improvement plans. 
This study described school improvement efforts in the Green Valley Area 
Education Agency 14. (South Central Iowa. The center of the agency is Creston.) 
Eighteen (82 percent) school districts were involved. The target population of this study 
was the teachers and administrators of the school districts in the Green Valley AEA 14. 
Two hundred fifty-seven (32 percent) educators, teachers and administrators participated 
in the needs assessment design. Of this number, 72 (28 percent) participated in the cadre 
training. 
The cadre training took place at two sites, Creston and Coming High Schools in 
southwest Iowa. It consisted of six days of workshops which extended over a period of a 
year from October 1991 to February 1992. The focus was effective schools research and 
vertical leadership teams. The researcher attended three of the workshops in February of 
1992 and 1993. The final to be arranged session, requested by the Agency for one hour of 
graduate or recertification credit, took place on February 17,1993. 
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Three instruments were developed for this study to survey respondents who 
participated. The instruments were: 1) Educator Opinion Assessment (EOA), 2) Cadre 
Assessment of Training (CAT), and 3) Area Education Agency Assessment: Vertical 
Leadership Team Training ABAA/VLTT). The Educator Opinion Assessment (EOA) 
was adapted from a study conducted by the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of 
Teaching (1988). This instrument consisted of 10 items and sought to determine the 
extent of the reform movement in the Green Valley AEA 14 as perceived by the 
educators working in schools served by the Agency since the 1983 "A Nation at Risk" 
report. It also sought to compare the Green Valley AEA 14 results of school reform to 
the state and national results of the Carnegie Foundation study. One item asked the 257 
respondents to give a grade of A to F to the present reform conditions; nine items asked 
respondents to assess various aspects of school improvement relating to effective 
schools research since 1983. The EOA was conducted in August of 1991. 
The Cadre Assessment of Training (CAT) consisted of 21 items. Items 1-4 
examined the extent of change in school reform as perceived by the 72 cadre respondents; 
items 5 -11 asked respondents the present status of their vertical leadership teams; 
items 12-18 asked respondents to rate from "1" sufficient, to "4" very little, their levels of 
knowledge/skills on seven correlates of school improvement; items 19-20 asked 
respondents to rate the quality of training and training materials provided at the Iowa 
State University workshops. Item 21 asked respondents to indicate their teaching 
position and subject area. The CAT was conducted in February of 1992. 
The Area Education Agency AssessmentA^ertical Leadership Team Training 
(AEAAAHLTT) instrument was conducted to determine the status of school reform across 
the state of Iowa using effective schools research and vertical leadership teams. The 
instrument consisted of 11 items and asked the IS respondents, chief administrators of 
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the AEAs, to provide information related to the extent of the vertical leadership team 
training for their AEA. Items 5-8 asked respondents to identify effective schools research 
correlates, concepts of school reform, and data disaggregation included in the training. 
Items 9-11 asked respondents to perceptualize the difference made by the training. The 
AEAATVLTT survey was conducted by mail over a period of six months beginning in 
August of 1992. 
Descriptive statistics were used to analyze the data. Frequencies and relative 
frequencies, presented in a series of tables, assessed eight of the nine research 
questions. 
Conclusions 
Nine problem questions were formulated to determine the status of effective 
schools, to describe a vertical leadership team project for the effective schools program, 
and to identify via literature search and vertical leadership teams analysis, the training 
components facilitating rapid school change. Now, what does all this mean? 
What is the status in the target districts regarding effective schools and vertical 
leadership team training? 
Fifty-nine percent of Green Valley educators gave the education reform movement 
in their school communities a grade of A or B compared to 27 and 31 percent of the Iowa 
and national samples, respectively. The reason for this disparity can only be speculated. 
With the absence of reform strategies such as disaggregation of data by gender, race, or 
socioeconomic status, a general complacency is likely to pervade the school environment 
throughout the districts. A majority of educators in the Green Valley, Iowa, and the 
national sample reported that reforms related to academic expectations for students, 
principal leadership, and safety and orderliness changed for the better since 1983. 
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However, a majority of Green Valley educators reported either "no change" or 
change for the "worse" related to respect for teachers, parent involvement, basic skills 
achievement, classroom interruptions, faculty cooperation, and frequency of assessment. 
The opinions reported by the Green Valley educators were shared to a great extent by the 
educators in the Iowa and national samples. 
It is concluded that since 1983, educational reform has had a mixed performance. It 
is concluded that Green Valley educators reported higher levels of interpersonal 
communication and safety and orderliness when compared to educators in the Iowa and 
national samples. It is suggested that the positive changes in the foregoing correlates 
suggested school improvement related to school climate and students' attitudes toward 
learning. 
In contrast, the continued lack of respect for teachers and the lack of parental 
involvement in the education of these children suggest that more needs to be done in the 
correlates of school improvement. It is concluded that when respect for teachers is 
lacking, when parents do not play an integral role in the education of their children, school 
climate and student achievement ultimately suffer as suggested by the majority of Green 
Valley educators who reported that students' achievement in basic skills had not 
improved since 1983 (Table 4). 
It is also concluded that when a majority of educators in the Green Valley, Iowa, 
and national samples reported school improvement since 1983 in the areas of academic 
expectations and principal leadership "better," the quality of instruction improved along 
with student achievement. These findings support earlier research (Edmonds, 1979, 
1979b, 1981; Weber, 1971,1987) who found that two key characteristics of effective 
schools are teachers' expectations for their students and the instructional leadership of 
the principal. However, basic achievement in Green Valley received more "no change" 
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responses (44 percent). It is concluded that disaggregate analysis of student 
achievement data is not a reform practice in the districts. 
What are the necessary components of training? 
The instructional modules used came from review of the literature on 
effective schools and were modified throughout the training to meet the needs of the 
participants. The necessary components of the training were: 1) Developing A Common 
Language, (2) Expectation of High Student Achievement, (3) Developing a Mission 
Statement, (4) Team Building, (5a) School Improvement Team Formation, (5b) 
Guidelines for Preparing and Evaluating School Improvement Plans, (6) Focus on 
Instruction As the Mission, (7) Academic Learning Time: A Tool for Teachers, (8) Safe 
Orderly Environment, (9) Instructional Leadership By the Principal, (10) Introduction to 
School Culture, and (11) Parental Involvement. 
It is concluded that identifying characteristics of effective schools is an initial step 
and that training using modules suggested by Professor Manatt and the Partners are 
necessary to the development and implementation of school improvement plans. 
What items on a survey from the literature-based questions determined 
implementation of effective school correlates in school districts? 
The results of a survey conducted after the yearlong training identified 14 items for 
the implementation of effective schools in the Green Valley AEA 14. They were: 
community respect for teachers; parental involvement; expectation of high student 
achievement; strong principal leadership; student achievement data used for evaluating 
program success; frequency of classroom interruptions; safe and orderly school climate; 
faculty cohesion, collaboration, and collegiality; frequent monitoring of student progress; 
developing a common language; time on task; focus on instruction as the mission; 
developing a mission statement; team building; school improvement team formation; 
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guidelines for preparing and evaluating school improvements plans; how to increase 
learning time: a tool for teachers; and introduction to school culture. It is concluded that 
effective schools may be achieved through the development and implementation of school 
improvement plans which were based upon SIM's eleven modules including all of the 
correlates of effective schools. 
Can the progress of vertical leadership team training be determined statewide? 
The answer to this question is yes. Eleven (73.3 percent) Area Education 
Agencies reported that they provided vertical leadership team training to more than 155 
districts. The AEAs which provided training noted positive changes related to academic 
expectations, student achievement, principal leadership, and safety and orderliness. It is 
concluded that training improves school improvement efforts. However, since a majority 
of the AEAs did not respond with detailed information, it is concluded that although 
training seems to be working, continued effort is needed to bring about positive changes in 
knowledge of correlates in non-responding districts. 
Will vertical leadership teams combined with Effective Schools Research 
transform schools? 
On each of seven correlates, 82 percent of the respondents reported that they 
possessed "some" or "sufficient knowledge" of each correlates after one-year of cadre 
training to improve instruction. It is concluded that cadre training was working because it 
improved knowledge of the correlates which, in turn, was sufficient to improve instruction 
according to the respondents. More time, of course, is needed to be sure. 
To what extent does the vertical leadership teams foster school improvement? 
A majority (75 percent) of respondents indicated that vertical leadership teams 
had been established in their districts. However, only four respondents reported that 
their schools had developed school improvement plans. Thus, it is concluded that the 
majority of vertical leadership teams have failed to achieve the ultimate goal of developing 
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a school improvement plan. It is also concluded that a large number of respondents are 
making substantial progress toward school improvement having developed their mission 
statements. 
To what extent can teachers learn and implement the correlates of Effective School 
Research to change student achievement? 
Results showed that teachers felt that they were better able after training than 
before training to improve students' achievement in basic skills. It was concluded that 
cadre training had a positive effect on teachers' perceptions of their abilities to improve 
students' achievement in the basic skills. No actual student achievement data were 
collected. 
How well did the training succeed? 
A majority reported that training (56 percent) and materials (69 percent) were 
"very good" to "superior". In addition, two training sessions were rated as "very helpful" 
to "one of the best" by 69 percent of the respondents. It was concluded that cadre training 
and workshops were successful. 
What steps are next? 
Only statewide, aggregate data were available to the researcher. Little change 
was noted on the ACT composite scores in Iowa between 1991 and 1992. It was 
concluded that a series of steps were necessary to continue the reform movement toward 
school improvement. First, it was concluded that data on student achievement should be 
available and disaggregated according to selected demographic characteristics. Second, 
data pertaining to the perceptions of teachers, administrators, parents, and others related 
to the correlates of school improvement should be compared. Third, modules related to 
student achievement in basic skills, frequency of assessment of student progress, and 
school climate as perceived by the faculty should be developed and included in future 
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training. The correlate, community respect for teachers, will be earned by the teachers as 
they become more effective and efficient from the training. 
Limitations 
The following may be considered limitations of this study: 
1. This study was limited to 18 school districts of the Green Valley Area 
Education Agency 14. 
2. This study was limited to one training cadre from each district. (Three people 
on the average.) 
3. This study was limited to selected correlates of school improvement. 
4. This study was limited to paper and pencil surveys of perceptions of the 
respondents. 
5. No local district student achievement data were used. 
6. No survey of parent, business, or community clients was conducted. 
Discussion 
The discussion of the findings and conclusions that follow focus on the question: 
What is the meaning of what was found to the districts serving Green Valley AEA 14, the 
south central part of the state of Iowa, and to school improvement? It's difficult to 
generalize because not everyone teaching in the Green Valley AEA was surveyed, only 
cadre members within districts were surveyed. The conclusions of this study suggested 
that the school improvement project in the Green Valley AEA 14 has made a good start. 
It is suggested that improvements in classroom interruptions, safety and order, and 
faculty cooperation are the areas where the impact of school improvement would achieve 
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immediate results because these areas are directly within faculty control and susceptible 
to immediate change. 
Improvement in the areas of basic skills and overall academic achievement would 
seemingly take longer to achieve because of the need to develop and implement new 
curriculum and testing procedures that would over time improve achievement. However, 
the results of this study cannot be minimized. Although all deserved outcomes were not 
achieved, school improvement using the vertical leadership team concept enables schools 
to focus on and monitor in a systematic manner, goals and objectives desirable for 
meaningful school improvement. 
This study used vertical leadership team training in 11 instructional modules as a 
means of helping to restructure school districts in the Green Valley AEA 14. Results of 
descriptive data analysis in this study suggested four problem areas: 1) community 
respect for teachers, 2) student achievement in basic skills, 3) frequency of assessment of 
student progress, and 4) faculty cohesion, collaboration, and collegiality. It is suggested 
that these areas need to be addressed by practitioners of school improvement. 
Furthermore, if school improvement is to become reality, there must be an improved 
sense of collegiality, lacking in the fmdings of this study, among all participants in school 
improvement. 
Kohl (1992) concluded that effective schools research showed that collegiality is 
fostered when there is shared decision-making among individuals with a vested interest 
in school improvement. However, a side effect of group participation, as pointed out by 
Cawelti (1994), is it slows down school reform at first. One reason why the study did not 
reveal much after one year of training is due to problems inherent in changing from top-
down management to involvement with a vertical leadership team. It takes time for 
participants to effectively conceptualize and understand the process. Over time, results 
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are believed to be massive. Smith and Scott (1990) argued that collegiality or 
collaboration among teachers fosters teachers professionalism and encourages teachers 
and administrators to Hnd common goals for school improvement. 
Several aspects of vertical leadership teams were confirmed in this study. The 
team approach is non-threatening, non-confrontational, and non bargaining. Professional 
teachers consider the team meetings to be just as important as the superintendent. 
Because they typically meet monthly for over two years, professionals become 
particularly good at decisionmaking peculiar to the vertical leadership team concept. It's 
not to decide, but to decide to recommend. They come up with good ideas, and then the 
school board being involved with going through the process with them, is willing to accept 
their ideas. 
The vertical leadership team provides peer communication. Peers are thought of 
as just as powerful as a five or seven person school board, but more democratic than 
board members. The success of the team is determined by the commitment and the 
knowledge of the people involved. Typically, businesspeople, parents, nonparents, and 
students are involved with the team; however, these constituents were not part of the 
teams in the Green Valley AEA. Resistant, uniformed, selfish, or politically-motivated 
team members with special interests can hinder positive change. Therefore, having the 
right mixture of informed, sincere people is a must, especially when students are involved. 
A common criticism of vertical leadership teams is that the time spent making a 
school improvement plan is not proportionate to accomplished results. Only four vertical 
leadership teams reported that after one-year of cadre training, they had a school 
improvement plan. There is a need to identify the factors which may be impeding the 
development of school improvement plans in other Green Valley Area school districts. 
Recent research (Golenski, 1989; King, 1990) provided empirical evidence to suggest that 
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school districts which develop and implement school improvements projects my see 
positive effects in student achievement, school climate, and other desirable school-related 
outcomes. It is suggested that in order to facilitate the development of school 
improvement plans, Green Valley vertical leadership teams might follow the 
recommendations of Purkey and Smith (1985). Specifically, they made four 
recommendations as follows; 1) school culture is the ultimate target for change, 2) 
identification of effective school characteristics are most likely to produce an effective 
school culture, 3) resources are needed to cultivate collegiality to change both people and 
structures in schools, and 4) an inverted pyramid approach to school improvement should 
be used. 
This study examined the perceptions of different educators without differentiating 
them by school level. In addition, data related to gender, years of experience, and 
education were not collected. Collecting demographic data provides a profile of the 
individuals participating in school improvement. Furthermore, development of a 
demographic profile may be used to determine if individuals participating in school 
improvement reflect the demographic characteristics of the general population. In a study 
by Kohl (1992), it was found that individuals who participated in school improvement 
tended not to reflect the general population. It was suggested by Kohl (1992) that 
demographic trends in the United States necessitate broad-based participation in school 
improvement projects. 
Purkey and Smith (1985) described an effective schools project "as a process that 
over time leads to the implementation in schools of certain characteristics thought to be 
associated with optimal student performance" (p. 383). In this study, a minority (28 
percent) of teachers throughout the districts in the Green Valley AEA reported 
improvement in students' basic skills achievement since 1983. 
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Cadre training did not substantially change teachers' attitudes and probably did not 
change students' composite scores on the ITED and ACT. Statewide data showed very 
little positive change between 1991 and 1992 (Appendix A). While improving student 
achievement may be the seminal outcome of any school improvement project, researchers 
(Cuban, 1987; Good & Brophy, 1986; Holmes, 1989) questioned the wisdom of 
examining students' academic achievement as the focus of determining effective schools. 
Thus, the success of school improvement efforts should not be based solely on the results 
of standardized tests like the ITED and ACT or on the perceptions of educators. 
Evidence of success in school improvement is most likely to be found, as 
previously suggested, when multiple measures of school life and culture are used. For 
example. Swan and Nixon (1992) reported that an effective schools model in the North 
Gibson School Coiporation, Connecticut, used a muMfaceted model of school improvement 
which included not only students' achievement data but also data pertaining to free lunch 
applications, ethnic background, gender, family status, attendance, and students' 
participation in particular programs. Although Swan and Nixon (1992) pointed out that 
while all of the desired goals of school improvement were not achieved, the model of 
effective schools used "provided us with a method of focusing on desired student 
outcomes unlike any method we had ever used" (p. 127). 
The data analysis procedures used in this study suggested another implication. 
This study used a distribution of educators' responses (Educator Opinion Assessment) to 
determine the extent of change in school improvement since 1983. Collecting demographic 
and psychographic data as previously suggested will permit future inquiry employing 
inferential statistical analysis and will enhance the comprehensiveness of school 
improvement plans. 
8 8  
In summary, the contributions of this study provided a benchmark to future 
research in school effectiveness across the state of Iowa as well as the school districts in 
Green Valley AEA 14. First, it provided empirical evidence of training people for vertical 
instructional leadership teams with local ISU facilitators, reducing expenses to a fraction 
of the cost of other programs. It also overcame the gridlock of collective bargaining and 
union concerns. Next, it found out what components of effective schools needed to be 
taught, and what was difflcult and what was easy to teach. It clearly established at this 
point, compared to the state and the nation, what school reform looked like in school 
districts at the Green Valley AEA 14. It identified some things that seemed to be 
unchanged after all efforts, and what other things should be done to bring about desirable 
changes. The reader must keep in mind that this effective schools study targeted rural, 
small, poor schools rather than the usual big city, inner city, poor, minority, effective 
schools study. 
The timeliness and importance of the present study suggested an implication for 
the nationwide movement to reform public schools. The reform of the public schools is 
necessary to promote academic improvement, to promote broad-based community 
involvement, and to promote shared decision-making. Using the characteristics for 
defining school culture and climate suggested by Purkey and Smith (1985), as well as 
school structure variables (Purkey & Smith, 1983), and the correlates of this study may 
provide the basis for initiating successful school effectiveness projects. 
Recommendations for Practitioners 
The following recommendations are for practitioners concerned with school 
improvement 
1. It is recommended that training modules be developed related to those areas of 
school improvement identified in this study as needing positive change. The areas 
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identified included community respect for teachers, student achievement in basic skills, 
frequency of assessment of student progress, and school climate. 
2. Twelve instructional modules of school reform concepts, techniques, and 
strategies were created and used in this study to improve schools (Figure 1). The 
training modules (i.e., developing a common language; expectation of high student 
achievement; developing a mission statement; team building; school improvement team 
formation; guidelines for preparing and evaluating school improvement plans; focus on 
instruction as the mission; academic learning time; a tool for teachers; safe orderly 
environment, instructional leadership by the principal; introduction to school culture; and 
parental involvement) were Iowa specific and custom-tailored to meet the size of the 
district and previous experience with school improvement efforts. It is suggested that 
districts in need of reform follow this method and use the training modules in sequence. A 
description of each module is provided (Appendix U). 
2. It is suggested that schools without school improvement plans facilitate their 
development with an external change agent as recommended by Hamann (1992). The 
external change agent would provide a supportive framework and broader perspective for 
leadership teams. 
3. Based on the suggestions of Kohl (1992), vertical instructional leadership 
teams should reflect the demographic characteristics of the communities they serve. In 
this way, large groups of individuals are not denied access to participation in school 
improvement projects. As Kohl (1992) asked: "How can broad based commitment and 
cooperation be generated without broad based participation?" (p. 35). 
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Recommendations for Future Research 
The following are recommendations for future research: 
1. Another investigation replicating this study is recommended. In the next study, 
it is suggested that another AEA and at least 20 school districts be used with the same 
type of questions, but the dependent variable will be custom-tailored, criterion-referenced 
tests. It is recommended that student achievement data be included at the start These 
data should be of two kinds. First, criterion-referenced tests based upon curriculum 
alignment and renewal. Second, norm-referenced tests used by the district or required by 
the state should be used. The new investigator should run this experiment and do all the 
things related to vertical leadership team training described in this investigation. After 
three to five years, criterion-referenced test scores and norm-referenced test scores 
should be examined for change, if any. Possible sites for this research include the SIM 
projects in Monroe County, Florida; Maricopa County, Arizona; and Lincoln County, 
Wyoming. 
2. It is suggested that future research pursue a greater understanding of the many 
variables associated with school improvement This could be accomplished by examining 
the influence of the demographic variables, psycho graphic variables such as school 
climate and leadership behavior as well as student achievement 
3. It is suggested that a study be undertaken comparing the impact of school 
improvement using the correlates of this study on administrators, teachers, and parents. 
It is also recommended that a longitudinal study be conducted to examine changes in 
school improvement efforts over time. The foregoing recommendations would enable 
researchers to determine if there were significant differences among the three groups at a 
different point in time and over time with respect to the correlates of school improvement. 
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The results of such a study could be used to address the differential concerns of the major 
parties to school improvement. 
4. Consistent with the goal of school improvement projects to improve student 
achievement, it is suggested that a study be carried out to examine the effects of school 
improvement on student achievement by disaggregating achievement data by selected 
demographic characteristics including gender, ethnic background, and SES. 
5. It is recommended that future research examine the effects of school 
improvement on school culture by comparing schools with a school improvement plan and 
schools without school improvement plans and actually study school achievement. 
6. It is recommended that future research be conducted to compare the perceptions 
of educators related to what is and what should be happening with respect to school 
improvement. This suggestion is based on the research of Kohl (1992). 
7. It is recommended that the training modules prepared by the Partners be offered 
to other AEAs. 
8. Some differences were noted between perceived changes and school reform. 
Green Valley educators perceived faculty cooperation considerably better in their school 
districts compared to educators in the state of Iowa and the nation. It would be beneficial 
to future research, using a longitudinal, qualitative study, to determine the relationship 
between cooperative efforts on the part of the staff and student achievement. 
Finally, it is hoped that the present investigation has been informative with 
respect to school improvement efforts and the variables which positively affect school 
improvement. The importance of the present investigation is enhanced by the ongoing 
need for school improvement given declining test scores, state mandates to raise 
achievement among low-achieving students and to educate at-risk children, high dropout 
rates, societal problems—violence, drugs, unstable families, teenage pregnancies-
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poverty, the high cost of school reforms efforts, budgetary and collective bargaining 
restraints, the need to make schools more relevant to meet future workforce demands, 
and the need to produce a nation economically competitive in a global marketplace. 
Although research has examined a wide range of school improvement programs, there is 
an ongoing need to evaluate and compare school improvement efforts. 
Epilogue 
According to Dr. Bob L. Steele (1994), vertical leadership team activities are going 
well in the Green Valley AEA school districts. Compared to the original cadre training of 
18 participant teams, all 22 school districts are now participating in the vertical leadership 
teams training to improve schools. Much of the training is provided by the AEA. There 
are two days of training provided yearly for more than 900 staff. To effectively meet the 
needs of the districts, the AEA is divided into three sectors. Each sector plans one year 
in advance and decides if the training is to have a theme, a focal point, or remain eclectic. 
NCREL and NISDC are actively involved as partners with the AEAs and LEAs. 
Strategic planning and school improvement plans are continuous and ongoing in the 
districts. There is a lot of ownership and real autonomy which Creston demonstrated in 
their SIP. They decided to work on their own training apart from the AEA, but send 
teams to sites across the AEA depending on the focus in the three sectors. In addition to 
publishing the mandated annual reports, some districts are now publishing annual report 
cards. Another addition is portfolio assessment projects for evaluating student 
achievement. This does not exclude the Iowa Basic Skills Tests. Most school districts 
are also now involved in a three-year curriculum process training program. 
The AEA is not without a few problems. With the annual training and continuous 
staff development, there is not enough building space and facilitators to meet the 
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increased demands. Also, in spite of the fact that all meetings are opened, there are still 
no parents or business people involved with the vertical leadership teams. Another 
problem is the districts are not showing much evidence of disaggregation in their 
assessment of student achievement. 
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Mean/Median ITED Composite Scores by Grade Level 
__ _ __ 
Composite Composite Difference 
Grade (N) 
T~ 3^ 3^ +1 
4 47.8 47.9 +.1 
5 56.9 56.9 0 
6 66.0 65.9 -.1 
7 74.4 74.2 -.2 
8 84.1 83.8 -.3 
9 15.3 15.4(28,522) +.1 
10 17.1 17.1 (24,839) 0 
11 19.3 19.4 (25,198) +.1 
12 20.4 20.3 (16,578) -.1 
American College Testing (ACT) Composite Scores for all five scores 
Composite Composite Total 
Year Core or more Less than Core Composite 
percent (N) 
1991 23.1 (11,712) 19.7 (8,036) 21.7 (20,188) 
1992 23.0(12,476) 19.6 (8,071) 21.6(21,011) 
Difference - ,1 - .1 - .1 
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CORRESPONDENCE: LETTER PRESENTING PROJECT PROPOSAL 
College of Education 
Iowa State University 
E005 Lagomarcino Hall 
Ames, Iowa 50011 
(515) 294-5521 
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5km. 
i 
Projects 
School Improvement Model 
Dick Manatt 
Director 
Shirley Stow 
Co-Director 
Katy Rice 
107 
Program Assistant 
February 25, 1991 
Ms. Irene McKinney 
P.O. Box 93249 
Rochester, NY 14692 
Dear Irene: 
Enclosed you will find our dissertation abstracts of all recent dissertations 
with Sweeney and Manatt at Iowa State. Second, here is a citation to the plan 
for school-based management that works. Third, I've enclosed our proposal for 
the work with the districts in southern Iowa. Let me know if you are 
interested in this. 
Very truly yours, 
Richard P. Manatt 
RPM:jw 
Enclosures 
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School Improvement Model 
Dick Manatt 
Director 
Shirley Stow 
Co-Director 
Katy Rice 
Program Assistant 
Final Bevision 
TO: Dr. Eobert Steele 
Chief Administrator 
Green Valley AEA 14 
Green Valley Road 
Creston, Iowa 50801 
Tel: 515-782-8443 
FROM: Richard P. Manatt 
Director 
School Improvement Model Projects 
Iowa State University 
E005 Lagomarcino Hall 
Ames, Iowa 50011 
Tel: 515-294-5521 
DATE: March 24,1991 
RE: Traimng l::'roposed, "Developing and Implementing School 
Improvement Plans for AEA 14 Districts" and your memo to AEA 
14 superintendents dated 1-16-91 
On December 19, 1990, you requested a proposal for training a cadre 
from each of your 22 school districts in the development and 
implementation of school improvement plans. This final revision of our 
proposal dated March 24, 1991, has been modified to serve your needs as 
outlined by your letter of March 8,1991. 
(1) A general session for all area educators (approximately 500 teachers 
and administrators from 15 or more school districts) will be held 
October 16. and 17.1991. firom 9:00-3;00pm at Creston and Coming, at 
which time a "sampler array" of school improvement strategies 
would be provided using a nidldple-presenter team. This initial 
session would stress: 
a. Rationale and philosophy of school improvement 
b. Research on effective schools and classrooms 
c. Special adaptations of school improvement methodology for 
rural Iowa schools 
d. Measurement of school efTectiveness using a variety of 
indicators 
Six subsequent days of training for a school improvement cadre will 
be held at the AEA 14 offices. (Two days back-to-back in early 
October, two days back-to-back in late November, one day in late 
January, and one day in late March). 
a. Cadre might include the superintendent and/or a principal and 
teachers from each district. Districts will decide composition of 
cadre team. 
b. Approximately 60 district participants and six AEA members 
will be included. 
c. Cadre will be trained to return to their schools and develop a 
site-based or district-wide improvement plan. 
d. The 6 training days will be offered prior to April 1,1992 (dates to 
be arranged). 
e. On February 18 and 19, an additional half day of "awareness 
and progress" will be provided for all educators who attended the 
October meetings (approximately 860 teachers and adminis­
trators). Locations to be Creston and Coming. 
All handouts required will be duplicated and collated by SIM. 
A team of educational professora^ai Iowa State Umversity's College of 
Education have formed a new organization to provide leadership, service, 
and research for quality schools. Called Partners for Quality Schools, it is 
this team which will provide the training requested by AEA 14 . The ISU 
"Partners" have worked with school improvement and restructuring 
nationwide and overseas since 1978. Only the name. Partners for Quality 
Schools, is new. The Partners appreciate this opportimiiy to serve AEA 14 
with high quality training and materials at an economical cost. 
•INSTRUCTIONAL CONTENT 
Each district's team will be prepared for custom-tailored, "back 
home" activities after participants have an adequate background to operate 
vertical planning teams. The common core of concepts will include: 
• conducting a school effectiveness internal audit ' 
• vertical leadership teams (district or building level) 
• team building, consensus building, collaboration 
• standards for school improvement plans 
• assessment of instructional practices and curriculum 
• the correlates of effective schools (Lezotte. Edmunds, and 
Tomlinson) 
• Research on Effective Schools and Effective Teaching 
• Strategies for high gain teaching 
• Long-range strategic planning 
• Establishing improvement objectives 
• Incorporating objectives into a school improvement plan 
• Data-driven performance evaluation of students, teachers, 
and administrators 
All of the concepts, techniques/and strategies will be Iowa-specific 
and will be varied to suit district's size and previous experience with school 
improvement efforts. 
Please confirm this proposal in writing, and we will move forward 
with our planning. 
cc: Dr. James Sweeney 
1 1 3  Befvised February 24,1991 
COST ESTIMATE 
General Session (October-2 Day5-2 Sites) 
Services of Manatt, Sweeney, Poston, Stow, Licklider 
Travel, Meals, Lodging 
Typing and Media 
Cadre Training (6 Day5-2 People-1 Site) 
Services of Manatt and one teammate (Sweeney, 
Poston, Stow, or Licklider) 
Travel, Meals, Lodging 
Typing and Media 
Awareness Session (2 Half Days-2 People-2 Sites) 
Services of Manatt, Sweeney, Poston, Stow, Licklider 
Travel, Meals, Lodging 
Typing and Media 
Management, Contii^ ency, and Publication of 
Handouts 
GRAND TOTAL 
$ 1,865.00 
$ 666.00 
^ 133-nn 
$ 2,664.00 
$ 3,400.00 
$ 1,240.00 
^ 200.00 
$ 4,840.00 
$ 1,000.00 
$ 266.00 
^ 133.00 
$ 1,399.00 
^ 2.297.00 
$11,200.00 
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P.O. Box 93249 
Rochester, NY 14692 
March 21, 1991 
Dr. Richard Manatt, Director 
School Improvement Model Projects 
Iowa State University 
E005 Lagomarcino Hall 
Ames, Iowa 50011 
Dear Dr. Manatt: 
Many thanks for the inspirational, information packet. I am 
very much interested in working with your school improvement 
training proposal. As you might remember, Rochester City 
Schools could certainly benefit from such a program. 
Sue Gardner will make sure that I am registered for two 
dissertation credits in summer school on March 27. I will talk 
to you soon. Thanks again. 
Yours truly. 
Irene McKinney 
i m 
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APPENDIX E. 
CORRESPONDENCE: SELECTION OF TRAINING TEAMS 
GflgN VRLL^ 
flreQ €clucQl:ion Agency 14 
DATE: June 14,1991 
TO: Area 14 Superintendents and Principals 
FROM: Bob Steele 
RE: School district selection of Effective Schools Improvement teams for training 
Please begin to consider your school improvement training cadre appointments for the Effective 
Schools consortium training fast approaching in 1991-92.\^eams selected by districts will engage 
in six days of extensive training for effective schools research into practice spread over the school 
year. Team size depends on district size. The minimum team suggested from a fully participating 
district should include an elementary teacher, a secondary teacher, and an administrator. Districts 
from 300 approaching up to 500 enrollment should consider sending four representatives. 
Districts over 500 enrollment should consider sending five or more representatives for the training 
to cover buildings served. 
Selection of team members is a district responsibility. Since the ISEA has been invited to review 
the program and participate in training to some degree, districts may want to include local ISEA 
representation. 
Team members should come away from triininr and commitment to help facilitate 
local initiatives in school improvement planning.'''ri^lng will include team management skills 
^{!ch as consensus building, leadership and problem solving skills for collaborative decision 
making, tools for converting effective research into practice such as climate, curriculum, and test 
results auditing, and individualized work with respective teams based on perceived needs. 
The following dates have been contracted for cadre training with Iowa State University. 
• 
October 30 and 31 9:00-3:30 pm AEA central office in Greston 
December 5 and 6 9:00-3:30 pm AEA central office in Creston 
January 29 9:00-3:30 pm AEA central office in Creston 
March 31 9:00-3:30 pm AEA central office in Creston 
Please share this letter with selected members and forward your selections to Bob Steele when 
completed. Large group dates are included in the following page. 
1405 N. Lincoln / Creston, Iowa 50801 / (515) 782-8443 or 1-800-362-1864 
;ye Group Sessions 
t 
Contracted school districts for the "Effective Schools Improvement Consortium" large group activities 
with sites and times: 
Corning site-new Activities Center Creston site-new High School auditorium 
Coming 
Lenox 
New Marlcet 
Prescott 
Stanton 
Villisca 
Red Oak (team only) 
Creston 
Orient-Macksburg 
Clearfield 
Grand Valley 
Lamoni (team only) 
Mt Ayr (team only) 
Bridgewater-Fontanelle 
Clarke (Representative) 
Diagond 
Murray 
Full day-Thursday, October 17,1991 Full day-Wednesday, October 16,1991 
Afternoon, Wednesday, Feb. 19,1992 Afternoon, Tuesday, Feb. 18, 1992 
There will be discussion group break-out sessions periodically. 
On-site catered lunch for the first full day will be available with details to follow. 
1st General Session 
The expected outcome will be general awareness of the effective schools research as it applies to 
practice in school improvement. Thi» fnrng will tv. nn a'wnrp.nt'ss nf the cniTftlates of effective 
schools such as high expectancy, instructional focus, climate, leadership and assessment strategies 
for monitoring results. The initial awareness workshop will provide an anticipatory summary of 
the content of the individual small group training and what to expect in the fumre. 
2nd General Session 
An afternoon session only due to a few districts not being able to accommodate a whole day into 
the calendar of available work days. This session will wrap up the first day training and go into 
some depth on tools for school improvement. 
9:(X) am-3:00 pm 9:00 am -3:00 pm 
1-4:00 pm 1-4:00 pm 
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APPENDIX F. 
CORRESPONDENCE: TRAINING DATES FOR "DEVELOPING AND 
IMPLEMENTING SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT PLANS" 
d ^ L t r i  -  S c h o o l  I m p r o v e m e n t  M o d e l  
1^ 1 91 I I Projects Dick Manatt 
College of Education , _ „ oJ? 1'®° 
Iowa State University , , , W  j Q  .Q Q , 120 Shirley Stow 
E005 Lagomarcino Halt JUN 019S1 Co-Director 
Ames, Iowa 50011 Katy Rice 
(515) 294-5521 Program Assistant 
TO: Dr. Bob Steele, Chief Administrator 
Green Valley AEA 14 
Green Valley Road 
Creston, lA 50801 
FROM: Dick Manatt 
RE: Training dates selected for "Developing and Implementing 
School Improvement Plans" 
DATE: June 18, 1991 
The following dates have been approved by the professors of Educational 
Administration and fit within your guidelines. Please check them carefully 
before our luncheon meeting in Ames. July 2. 1991. If all are correct, we 
will begin our "lesson planning"! 
Dav/Date Grout) Location 
Wednesday, October 16 
Thursday, October 17 
All staff 
All staff 
Creston (School) 
Coming (School) 
Wednesday, October 30 
Thursday, October 31 
Cadre Meeting #1 
Cadre Meeting #2 
Creston (AEA 14) 
Creston (AEA 14) 
Thursday, December 5 
Friday, December 6 
Cadre Meeting #3 
Cadre Meeting #4 
Creston (AEA 14) 
Creston (AEA 14) 
Wednesday, January 29 Cadre Meeting #5 Creston (AEA 14) 
Tuesday, February 18 (1 - 4 pm) 
Wednesday, February 19 (1 - 4 pm) 
Tuesday, March 31 
All staff 
All staff 
Cadre Meeting #6 
Creston (School) 
«Xif&9^0R-( School) 
Creston (AEA 14) 
RPM:jw 
cc: Educational Administration Professors 
Larry Ebbers, Chair - Professional Stnidies 
Katy Rice 
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APPENDIX G. 
PROGRESS REPORT: "INSTRUCTIONAL CONTENT" FORMAT AND 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
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Progress Report 
Date: July 5, 1991 
To: Dick Manatt 
From: Irene McKinney 
RE: I. Literature Review Bibliography (up to date) 
IL Logical Format of Items in "Instructional Content" of 
AEA 14 (draft) 
III. Literature Reviews in Progress 
Reviews in Progress: 
1. Brookover, W.B. et.al. Creating Effective Schools: An 
Inservice Program for Enhancing School Learning Climate 
& Achievement. Holmes Beach, FL: Learning Publication, 
Inc., 1982. 
2. Manatt, D. Using School & Classroom Research to Ensure 
Student Success. Ames, lA: SIP at ISU, 1991. 
3. Lezotte, L.W. "School Improvement Based on Effective 
Schools Research: The Decade Ahead." Educational 
Considerations. 18 (Spring 1991): 19-21. 
4. Tribus, Myron. TOM at the Grass Roots. Hayward, CA: 
Exergy, Inc., 1991. 
5. Braden, R. et.al.. Resources for School Improvement. Ames, 
lA: SIP at ISU, 1991. 
6. Lezotte, L. School Improvement Based on Effective Schools 
Research. Spirit Lake, lA: Okoboji Conference, Inc., 1991. 
7. Iowa's Educational Excellence Program: Phase III. 1989-90 
State Report. Des Moines, I A: IDE, 1991. 
8. Levine, D. et.al., "Creating Effective Schools," Unusually 
Effective Schools. Madison, WI: NCESRD, 1990. 39-61. 
9. Bush, G. America 2000: An Education Strategy. Washington, 
DC: US Dept. of Education, 1991. 
10. ASSP/NAESP/NASSP. School-based Management: A 
Strategy for Better Learning. Reston, VA: NASSP, 1988. 
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A LOGICAL FORMAT OF ITEMS ON "Instructional Content" of AEA 14 Training 
(adapted from Hammond's "Implementation Plan") 
STAGE I - READINESS 
- vertical leadership teams (district or building level) 
- conducting a school effectiveness internal audit 
- Research on Effective Schools and Effective Teaching 
- the correlates of effective schools (Lezotte, Edmunds, & Tomlinson) 
- Long-range strategic planning 
STAGE II - PLANNING 
- assessment of instructional practices and curriculum 
- standards for school improvement plans 
- Establishing improvement objectives 
- strategies for high gain teaching 
STAGE III - TRAINING 
- team building, consensus building, collaboration 
STAGE IV - IMPLEMENTATION 
-Incorporating objectives into a school improvement plan 
STATE V - EVALUATION/CONTINUAL IMPROVEMENT 
-Data-driven performance evaluation of students, teachers, & administrators 
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APPENDIX H. 
STAGES IN THE SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT PLANNING PROCESS 
Stages in tlie Scliooi Inj^r^vement Planning Process 
Figure 1 
Preparation 
Implementation/ 
Monitoring/Evaluation/ 
Renewal 
Focus 
Stages In the 
School Improvement 
Planning Process 
Plan 
Development 
Diagnosis/ 
Interpretation of 
Student Outcomes 
and Organizational 
. Dimensions . 
School Improvement Planning Process 
Implementation/ 
Monitoring/Evaluation/ 
Renewal Stage 
Diagnosis/Interpretation 
of Student Outcomes 
& Organizational 
Dimensions Stage 
Plan Development 
Stage 
Preparation 
Stage 
Focus 
Stage 
Orientation 
to 
Effective Schools 
District Mission and/or 
Building Mission: 
To Be Effective" 
Collect/Examine/ 
Study Student 
Data Sources 
Develop 
Improvement 
OtDjectives 
Change. — K) 
o\ 
School 
Improvement Team 
Formation 
Determine Essential 
Student Learnings: 
-Effective at Whatr* 
Disaggregate 
Data 
Determine 
Strategies and 
Related Activities 
Creating New 
Cultural 
Norms 
School 
Improvement 
Team Training 
Identify Subpopulations 
of Students: 
"Effective for Whom?" 
Diagnosis/Interpretation 
of Organizational 
Dimensions 
Solicit 
Faculty/Community 
Endorsement 
Implementation/ | 
Evaluation | 
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School Improvement Planning Process 
Stage A — Preparation (Getting Ready) 
Preparation 
Stage 
Steps 
School 
Improvement Team 
Formation 
School 
Improvement 
Team Training 
Effective Schools 
Orientation 
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Step 1 
Students Staff Parents and Community 
Orientation to 
Effective Schools 
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Step 2 
Purpose Selection Expectations 
School Improvement 
Team Formation 
1 3 0  
steps 
Time Line Training 
Needed 
Roles and 
Responsibilities 
School Improvement 
Team Training 
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APPENDIX I. 
PROFILE OF EDUCATION OPINIONS AEA 14, AUGUST 1991 
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Education Opinions AEA lA, Augflgt 1991. 
Green Valley im% 49.6b% SLOoVo 7.00% i.66% ^ 
"Reform" Iowa 4,00% 23.00% 59.00% 10.00% 4.00% 100.00% 
U.S.A. 2.00% 29.00% 50.00% 13.00% 6.00% 100.00% 
liatihg;Sectton .'X l-BetteiyH^iher 
Respect For Teachers 
Green Valley 21.00% 46.00% 32.00% 99.00% 
Iowa 28.00% 52.00% 20.00% 100.00% 
U.S.A. 25.00% 48.00% 27.00% 100.00% 
Parental Involvement 
Green Valley 24.0d%- • 42.00% 33.00% 99.00% 
Iowa 54.00% 34.00% 12.00% 100.00% 
U.S..^. 19.00% 40.00% 41.00% 100.00% 
Academic Expectations 
Green Valley 59.00% • 26.00% 12.00% 97.00% 
Iowa 71.00% 20.00% 9.00% 100.00% 
U.S..A. 74.00% 16.00% 10.00% 100.00% 
Principal Leadership 
Green Valley 55.00% 34.00% 7.00% 96.00% 
Iowa 56.00% 27.00% 16.00% 99.00% 
U.S.A. 56.00% 24.00% 20.00% 100.00% 
Basic Achievement 
Green Valley 26.00% 41.00% 25.00% 92.00% 
Iowa 62.00% 27.00% 11.00% 100.00% 
U.S..A. 64.00% 23.00% 13.00% 100.00% 
Classroom Interruptions 
Green Valley 43.00% 37.00% 17.00% 97.00% 
Iowa 23.00% 54.00% 23.00% 100.00% 
U.S..A. 27.00% 51.00% 22.00% 100.00% 
Safety and Orderliness 
Green Valley 57.00% 33.00% 7.00% 97.00% 
Iowa 42.00% 43.00% 14.00% 99.00% 
U.S..A. 42.00% 42.00% 16.00% 100.00% 
Faculty Cooperation 
Green Valley 40.00% 37.00% . 20.00% 97.00% 
Iowa 27.00% 30.00% 43.00% 100.00% 
U.S..A. 23.00% 28.00% 49.00% 100.00% 
Frequency of Assessment 
Green Valley 45.00% 47.00% 3.00% 95.00% 
Iowa 38.00% 59.00% 3.00% 100.00% 
U.S.A. 63.00% 33.00% • 4.00% 100.00% 
Adopted from the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, 1988. 
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RESPONSES BY DISTRICTS TO EOA SURVEY 
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1. If you were to give a grade to the education refom 
movement in your school community, what would it be? 
A B c D F NR 
1. Bridgewater-Fontanelle 0 0 0 1 0 
* 
0 
2. Clearfield 0 11 2 0 0 0 
3. Creston 3 42 48 11 2 7 
4. Diagonal 0 5 2 1 0 2 
5. Grand Valley 0 5 5 1 0 0 
6. Lamoni 10 10 4 2 0 0 
7. Lenox 1 10 10 1 0 1 
8. Mount Ayr 1 3 0 0 0 0 
9. New Market 3 5 3 0 0 0 
10 Orient-Macksburg 2 12 3 1 0 2 
11 Stanton 0 23 2 0 0 0 
TOTAL 20 126 79 18 2 12 
2. Based on your own experience, how has community respect for teachers changed 
since 1983? 
Better No Change Worse NR 
1. Bridgewater-Fontanelle 0 0 1 0 
2. Clearfield 5 6 2 0 
3. Creston 23 49 39 2 
4. Diagonal 3 6 1 0 
5. Grand Valley 0 5 6 0 
6. Lamoni 1 12 12 1 
7. Lenox 8 14 1 0 
8. Mount Ayr 1 3 0 0 
9. New Market 4 3 4 0 
10. Orient-Macksburg 6 7 7 0 
11. Stanton 3 14 8 0 
TOTAL 54 . 119 81 3 
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3. Based on your own experience, how has parental involvement in schools changed 
since 1983? 
Better 
or Higher 
No 
Change 
Worse or 
Lower NR 
1. Bridgewater-Fontanelle 0 0 1 0 
2. Clearfield 3 7 3 0 
3. Creston 18 42 52 1 
4. Diagonal 2 8 0 0 
5. Grand Valley 3 5 3 0 
6. Lamoni 6 14 6 0 
7. Lenox 10 8 4 1 
8. Mount Ayr 2 1 1 0 
9. New Market 6 2 3 0 
10. Orient-Macksburg 6 8 6 0 
11. Stanton 5 13 7 0 
TOTAL 61 108 86 2 
4. How have academic expectations for students changed at your school since 
1983? 
Better 
or Higher 
No 
Change 
Worse 
or Lower NR 
1. Bridgewater-Fontanelle 0 0 1 0 
2. Clearfield 12 1 0 0 
3. Creston 58 32 19 3 
4. Diagonal 6 4 0 0 
5. Grand Valley 6 3 2 0 
6. Lamoni 19 3 3 1 
7. Lenox 12 9 0 1 
8. Mount Ary 4 0 0 0 
9. New Market 6 2 3 0 
10. Orient-Macksburg 12 4 3 1 
11. Stanton 17 9 1 0 
TOTAL 152 67 32 6 
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5. How has the leadership of the principal related to school goals changed at 
your school since 1983? 
Better 
or Higher 
No 
Change 
Worse or 
Lower NR 
1. Bridgewater-Fontanelle 0 1 0 0 
2. Clearfield 12 1 0 0 
3. Creston 59 44 6 4 
4. Diagonal 5 5 0 0 
5. Grand Valley 10 1 0 0 
6. Lamoni 12 11 2 1 
7. Lenox 4 13 4 2 
8. Mount Ayr 4 0 0 0 
9. New Market 5 . 1 5 0 
10. Orient-Macksburg 10 8 1 1 
11. S tanton 21 3 0 1 
TOTAL 142 87 19 9 
6. How has student achievement in basic skills changed at your school since 
1983? 
Better 
or Higher 
No 
Change 
Worse or 
Lower NR 
1. Bridgewater-Fontanelle 0 0 1 0 
2. Clearfield 11 1 1 0 
3. Creston 16 44 43 10 
4. Diagonal 6 4 0 0 
5. Grand Valley 1 2 8 0 
6. Lamoni 6 16 2 2 
7. Lenox 9 10 1 3 
8. Mount Ayr. 1 , 3 0 0 
9. New Market 3 7 0 1 
10 . Orient-Macksburg 5 11 1 3 
\ 1 
11 . Stanton 9 7 8 1 
1 TOTAL 67 105 65 20 
1 3 7  
7. How has the frequency of classroom interruptions changed in your school 
during the past five years? 
Better 
or Higher 
No 
Change 
Worse or 
Lower NR 
1. Bridgewater-Fontanelle 1 0 0 0 
2. Clearfield 4 3 4 0 
3. Creston 47 45 18 3 
4. Diagonal 3 4 3 0 
5. Grand Valley 6 2 3 0 
6. Lamoni 7 13 5 1 
7. Lenox 11 9 1 2 
8. Mount Ayr 0 1 3 0 
9. New Market 4 5 2 0 
10. Orient-Macksburg 11 5 3 1 
11. Stanton 16 7 2 0 
TOTAL 110 96 44 7 1 
8. How has the safety and orderliness of your school changed during the past 
five years? 
Better 
or Higher 
NO 
Change 
Worse or 
Lower NR 
1. Bridgewater-Fontanelle 1 0 0 0 
2. Clearfield 11 2 0 0 
3. Creston 75 30 7 1 
4. Diagonal 5 5 0 0 
5. Grand Valley 6 3 2 0 
6. Lamoni 9 13 2 2 
7. Lenox 5 15 2 1 
8. Mount Ayr 2 2 0 0 
9. New Market 9 2 0 0 
10 . Orient-Macksburg 11 5 3 1 
11 , Stanton 13 9 3 0 
TOTAL 147 86 19 5 
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9. How have faculty cohesion, collaboration, and collegiality changed at your 
school during the past five years? 
Better 
or Higher 
No 
Change 
Worse 
or Lower NR 
1. Bridgewater-Fontanelle 0 0 1 0 
2. Clearfield 9 3 1 0 
3. Creston 55 40 17 1 
4. Diagonal 4 4 2 0 
5. Grand Valley 3 2 5 1 
6. Lamoni 9 5 16 2 
7. Lenox 1 15 6 1 
8. Mount Ayr 3 1 2 0 
9. New Market 4 5 2 0 
10. Orient-Macksburg 4 12 3 1 
11. Stanton 12 8 5 0 
TOTAL 104 95 52 6 
10. How has the frequency of assessment of students and feedback on student 
progress changed at your school during the past five years? 
Better 
or Higher 
No 
Change 
Worse or 
Lower NR 
1. Bridgewater-Fontanelle 0 0 1 0 
2. Clearfield 10 3 0 0 
3. Creston 40 61 6 6 
4. Diagonal 3 7 0 0 
5. Grand Valley 2 7 1 1 
6. Lamoni 13 11 0 2 
7. Lenox 13 9 0 1 
8. Mount Ayr 2 0 0 2 
9. New Market 8 3 0 0 
10. Orient-Macksburg 9 10 0 1 
11. Stanton 16 9 0 0 
1 TOTAL 116 120 8 13 
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PIE CHARTS OF GRADES FOR IOWA AND GREEN VALLEY SCHOOLS 
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Iowa Teachers Grade Their Schools 
Green Valley Teachers Grade Their Schools 
Green VaUey Area Education Agency 
Instructional Effectiveness Pri^t 13 Octobtr, 1991 Page 1 
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APPENDIX L. 
BAR GRAPHS OF SCHOOL REFORM FOR GREEN VALLEY, IOWA AND 
U.S.A. 
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Change in Respect for Teachers 
60.00% 
50.00%-
40.00%-
30.00% 
20.00% 
10.00%-
0.00% 
Better/Higher No Change Worse/Lower 
Green Valley M Iowa U.S.A. 
Green Valley Area Education Agency 
Instructional Effectiveness Project 13 October, 1991 Page 2 
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Changes In Parental Involvement 
60.00% 
50.00%-
40.00%-
20.00% 
10.00%-
0.00% 
30.00%-
Better/Higher No Change Worse/Lower 
[H Green Valley I Iowa U.S.A. 
Green Valley Area Education Agency 
InstrtKtional Effectiveness Project 13 October, 1991 Page 3 
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Changes in Academic Expectations 
80.00% 
70.00%-
60.00%-
50.00% 
40.00% 
30.00%-
20.00% 
10.00%-
0.00% 
Better/Higher No Change Worse/Lower 
Green Valley U.S.A. 
Green Valley Area Education Agency 
Instructional Effectiveness Project 13 October, 1991 Page 4 
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Leadership of the Principal 
50.00%-
40.00%-
30.00%-
20.00%-
10.00%-
0.00% 
Better/Higher No Change Worse/Lower 
Green Valley H Iowa U.S.A. 
Green Valley Area Education Agency 
Insinictional Effectiveness Project 13 October, 1991 Page 5 
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Student Achievement in Basic Skills 
Student Achievement in Basic Skills 
70.00% 
60.00% 
50.00%-
40.00% 
30.00% H 
20.00% 
10.00% H 
0.00% 
Better/Higher No Change Worse/Lower 
Green Valley m Iowa U.S.A. 
Green Valley Area Education Agency 
Instructional Effectiveness Project J3 October, 1991 Page 6 
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Frequency of Classroom Interruptions 
Frequency of Classroom Interruptions 
60.00% 
50.00%-
40.00%-
30.00%-
20.00%-
10.00%-
0.00% 
Better/Higher No Change Worse/Lower 
Green Valley I Iowa U.S.A. 
Green Valley Area Education Agency 
InstriKtional Effectiveness Project 13 October, 1991 Page 7 
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Safety and Orderliness of School 
60.00% 
50.00% 
40.00%-
30.00% 
20.00% 
10.00%-
0.00% 
Better/Higher No Change Worse/Lower 
Green Valley • Iowa U.S.A. 
Grttn Valley Area Education Agency 
Instructional Effectiveness Project 13 October, 1991 Paged 
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Faculty Cohesion, Collaboration Collegiality 
Faculty Cohesion, Collaboration, Collegiality. 
50.00% 
45.00%-
40.00%-
35.00% 
30.00%-
25.00%-
20.00%-
15.00% 
10.00%-
5.00%-
0.00% 
Better/Higher No Change Worse/Lower 
Green Valley m Iowa U.S.A. 
Green Valley Area Education Agency 
Instructional Effectiveness Project 13 October, 1991 Page 9 
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Frequency of Assessment and 
Feedback on Student Progress 
70.00% 
60.00%-
50.00% 
40.00% 
30.00% 
20.00%-
10.00%-
0.00% 
Better/Higher No Change Worse/Lower 
Green Valley H Iowa U.S.A. 
Green Valley Area Education Agency 
Instructional Effectiveness Project 13 October, 1991 Page 10 
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AFFIRMATIVE ACTION REPORT 
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Affirmative Action Report 
Effective Schools Improvement Consortium 
AEA 14 Green Valley 
September 30, 1991 
Our first meeting with the principals of the 11 AEA districts participating went 
very well. (The districts include Bridgewater-Fontanelle, Clearfield, Creston, 
Diagonal, Grand Valley, Lamoni, Lenox, Mt. Ayr, New Market, Orient-Maxburg, and 
Stanton.) Attendance was even better than Dr. Steel had predicted. 
We met from 1:00-2:30 p.m. at the Agency .on Wednesday 25 September. Following 
is a summary of the activities: 
1. Manatt gave an overview of the 'Consortium and the School Improvement 
Process. 
2. Professor Poston led the status assessment (attached summary). 
3. Professor Sweeney summarized what Effective Schools Training is all 
about--skills training for faculties to; 
(A) Analyze school data and draw conclusions. 
(B) Reach consensus on action(s) to take. 
(C) Take action. 
(D) Poston would add assessment action results and start the cycle again. 
4. Manatt was assigned the task of: 
(A) Summarizing the survey results from teachers so that Professor Poston 
could make pie chart figures. -
(B) Writing a paragraph for Dr. Steele to send to every participant for 
October 16 or 17 (Professors in Poston's van assisted in the writing 
of this paragraph on the trip home). 
(C) Making final arrangements for October 16, 17 and assigning tasks for 
subsequent meetings. 
Enclosures show the status assessment survey. 
RPM:af 
R • I I School Improvement Model 
11 I  I  Projects Dick Manatt 
College of Education i c o • « Director 
Iowa State University 13 3 Shirley Slow 
E005 Lagomarcino Hall Co-Director 
Ames. Iowa 50011 Katy Rice 
(515) 294-5521 Program Assistant 
Project Announcement 
We have much different children coming to school today. Poverty, unstable families, 
drugs, \iolence, tele\'ision-there are many causes. As teachers and principals respond to 
the needs of these children, they need new skills. Any school improvement is a tirocess 
that requires a team effort. Teachers and principals need new skills to: 
1. analyze student data and identify problems, 
2. solve problems, 
3. reach consensus on actions to take, 
4. take a(:tion in a collaborative way. 
Green Valley Education Agency and a team of Iowa State Universit}' professors from the 
College of Education have launched a joint venture to pronde the necessar>' process 
training for school improvements for school districts in Area 14. The year-long effort 
begins with large group sessions at Creston on Wednesday, October 16 and Corning, 
Thursday, Oaober 17, 1991-
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Present Improvement Activities Concerns for this Project 1 
Assure Goals 22 S.I . Team: Clarity of Roles. 
Rdg Strats. Ncrel 1 
Whole Lang. 16 Teacher-Participant "Set" 
Staff /MPR Plans 
Hunter 35 Implementation ) 
Computer Literacy 17 < S.I.P. 
Assortive Disc 24 Follow-up J 
Parenting (Cantor) 4 
Glasser 2 De-personalize Data 
Perf Based Lrng 1 
T.E.A.C.H. 6 
Proj. Pride 2 1. Research "My" 
Coop. Learning 19 classroom 
Keys to Motiv. 2 
School Partners 4 2. Too Much Direction 
Outcomes Based 2 
Mastory Lrng 1 3. Clear vmderstanding of where 
Peer Coaching 6 it's going 
Quest 24 
D.A.R.E. 12 4. Threat of time robbing 
Conf1i c t/Consensus 5 
Lezotte (Elements) 6 5. Include full staff(?) 
Disaggr. Test Data 4 
Bldg. Lvl. Team 12 6. "Real" not passing FAD 
Sch Impr. Plan 10 
1 Mon./Rpt. Non Test Data 27 7. Overcome Hesitation: CHG 
1 Parental Involvement 35 
j P.A.C. 8. "Forced" Collaboration 
1 Vol. Progr. 
1 Study Groups 9. Get ownership 
1 Time on Task 4 
1 Expectations (TESA) 9 10 . Long Rg. Financial 
1 Commitment 
1 
(Board) - Bd Training 
1 11 . Tie to Phase III 
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CADRE TRAINING DATES, LOCATIONS AND TOPICS 
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Vertical Leadership Teams/Effective Schools Training For Green Vallev AEA 14. 
DATE LOCATION ACTIVITY/TOPIC 
Spring '91 
July 2, '91 
August '91 
Sept. 25, '91 
Oct. 16, '91 
Oct. 17, '91 
Oct. 30, '91 
Oct. 31, '91 
Dec. 5, '91 
Dec. 6, '91 
Jan. 29, '92 
Jan. 30, '92 
Feb. 18, '92 
Feb. 19, '92 
April 1, '92 
April 29, '92 
May 12, '92 
ISU/DM/Creston 
ISU 
AEA 14 
Agency Office 
Creston 
Corning 
Creston 
Creston 
Creston 
Creston 
Creston 
Creston 
Creston 
Coming 
Creston 
Des Moines 
Mt. Ayr 
Proposal writing and contract 
Orientation of AEA Management 
Team and ISEA Uniserve Directors 
Suirvey of K-12 Faculties 
(Needs Assessment) 
ISU Team orients principals of 
participating districts 
Orient K-12 Faculties 
Orient K-12 Faculties 
(Half of AEA at each site) Why change? 
Mission Statement/High Expectations 
SNOW-CANCELED 
Team Building/School Climate 
School Improvement Plans; 
The Correlates; "TheMarshalltownStoiry" -
Dr. HcCormack 
Focus on Instruction as the Mission; 
"The Indianola Story"-
Dr. Newsum and Team 
Time on Task; Safe, Orderly Environment; 
Instructional Leadership by the Principal 
Progress Report 
Progress Report 
(To all faculties, half at each site) 
Snow make-up: Parental Involvement; 
School Cultvire to Support Improvement; 
"The Spirit Lake Story"-
Superintendent Overmann 
Final Report to 18 District 
Superintendents and AEA 14 Management Team 
Field visit to check and encourage 
implementation of training 
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CADRE TRAINING DAYS 
9:00 a.m. - 3:30 p.m. Each Day 
DAY DATE 
LEZOTTE'S 
STAGES 
ADDED BY 
PARTNERS PERSONNEL 
(1) Wednesday 
October 30 
A. Preparation 
(Getting Ready) 
Cadre Team Building 
The School Improvement 
Process--Cadre Role 
Manatt, Poston, 
Stow, & 
(2) Thursday, 
October 31 
B. Focus 
(Where do we 
want to go?) 
Cooperative Planning 
Communicating High 
Expectations 
Positive Climate/Culture 
Clear & Focused Hission 
Manatt, Stow, & 
(3) Thursday, 
December 5 
C. Diagnosis 
(How are we 
doing?) 
Profiling Your School 
Maximizing Instruc­
tional Time 
Manatt, Poston, 
Stow, & 
(4) Friday, D. Plan Development Goal Setting 
December 6 (How will we get Developing a SIP 
there?) Curriculxim Alignment 
Manatt, Poston, 
Stow, & 
(5) Wednesday, 
January 29 
E. Implementation 
(How will we know 
we got there?) 
Staff Developmment 
Positive Home School 
Relations 
Manatt, Poston, 
Stow, Sweeney, & 
Tuesday, 
February 18 
Wednesday, 
February 19 
[Creston - Progress Report 
All faculty 1-4 pm] 
[Corning - Progress Report 
All faculty 1-4 pm] 
All 
All 
(6 )  Tuesday, 
March 31 
Depth training in Back Home 
selected components Application 
Manatt, Poston, 
Stow, Sweeney, & 
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APPENDIX O. 
WORKSHOP PLANNER 
WORKSHOP PLANNER 
I'ny 
ui 
Group or School Green valley AEA 
Date(s) Wednesday October 30, L'J^H 
Attending UADUE 
Location AKA lUilldinn. Cfcston, Iowa 
TIME TOPIC PllICSICNTEU MODE VISUALS HANDOUTS REMAIUCS 
9:00 a.m Introduction Hanntt I.e. I O/ll Hotebook 
9:10 Mission St.atninRnt I'o.'il nil I.CI, O/Il Notebook and Stow and Manatt 
(1) .SCO District Statements will assist 
10:00 Dreok OYO — 
10:15 Mission Statement Continued I'os ton M M ,  O/II Notebook and Stow and Manatt 
.SCI) District Statements will assist 
12:00 Lunch OYO u, 
NO 
1:00 p.m nigh Expectations Stow i,(;i 0/11 Notebook 
(Z) 
OYO 2:00 Drenk 
2:10 Higli Expectations S tow I.CT O/ll Notebook 
3:15 Keview, a look ahead Manatt o/ll Planner 10-31-91 
3:30 Dismissal 
Group or School 
Date(B) 
Attending 
Location 
TIME TOPIC I'UKSENTBIl MODE VISUALS HANDOUTS REMAIUCS 
9:00a.m. Review, Preview Mniia l:t T,rn O/ll Notebook 
9:10 Tnnm lUii Idi.nj' 
(3) 
M i t c l i n l l  I.CI O/ll Notebook Stow and Manatt 
will n.s.sist 
10:00 Dreak OYO 
10:15 
12:00 
1:00 p.m. 
Team lUiildlng 
I.iiiich 
Culture to Support CorrelnLes 
(A) 
Hi telle 1 L 
OYO 
Licklifler 
SKU 
Lai 
0/11 
o/ll 
Notebook 
Notebook 
Stow and Manatt 
will assist 
I—* 
ON 
o 
Stow and Manatt 
will assist 
2:00 Prenk OYO 
2:10 DocisLon.s for Hack Home 
Activities 
(5) 
Maiiatt StJI) o/ll Climate and 
Culture Surveys • 
3:15 Review .Tiid Work.sliop 
Evaluation 
Maiiatt M;I O/ll Notebook 
3:30 Dismi.s.snl 
z_ 
of Z_ 
f.'rnpii V.mIIov AF.A 1/| 
Tliiirstlav Ocliobcr 31. I'J'Jl 
CADRE 
WOlUfSIIOl' PLANNER 
T, % 
•AEA.IMLLTLIIIT'. t; IC.SLoil. loWcl 
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WORKSHOP PLANNER 
Green Valley AEA 14 
Thursday, December lyyl 
£AI2EE_ 
Community Center - Berning Motor Inn 
TIME TOPIC PRESENTER MODE VISUALS HANDOUTS REMARKS 
9:00 am Review, Preview Manatt LGI 0/H Notebook (Module 1) 
9:10 Team Building (3) Mltcliell LGl 0/H Notebook (Module 3) Poston and Manatt 
will assist 
10:00 BREAK OYO — — — 
10:15 Team Building (3) (cont.) Mitchell SGD 0/H Notebook (Module 3) Postoil and Mcnatt 
will assist 
12:00 LUNCH OYO — — — 
o\ 
1:00 pm Culture/Climate Surveys (4) Manatt LGI, SGD 0/H Climate and Culture 
Surveys 
Poston and 
Mitchell wJll 
assist 
2:00 BREAK OYO — — — — 
2:10 Guidelines for School 
Improvement Plans (SIPs) (5) Manatt SGD ^ 0/H Notebook (Module 5) — 
3:15 Questions/Answers Manatt LGD O/H Notebook (Module 5) — 
3:30 Dismissal 
Group or School 
DateCs) 
Attending 
Location 
Page 
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WORKSHOP PLANNER 
Group or School Green Vallev AEA 14 
DateCs) Friday. December 6, 1991 
Attending CADRE 
Location Community Center - Bernlng Motor Inn 
TIME TOPIC PRESENTER MODE VISUALS HANDOUTS REMARKS 
9:00 am Introductory Comments Poston LGI 0/H Notebook (Module 1) 
9:10 Mission Statement Revisited Poston SGD 0/H Critique of your 
draft 
10:10 BREAK OYO — — — 
10:25 
11:00 
The Correlates 
Vertical Leadership Teams 
Manatt 
McCormack 
LGI 
LGI 
Video, 
0/H 
0/H 
Manatt, Holznian 
"The Marshalltovm 
Story" 
1
6
2
 
12:00 LUNCH OYO — 
1 ;00 pm Monitoring Student Progress 
With Test Data (7) 
Poston LGI 0/H Notebook (Module 7) 
2:00 BREAK OYO — — — 
2:10 Monitoring Student Progress 
(continued) (7) Poston LGI, SGD 0/H Notebook (Module 7) 
3:10 Workshop Recap and Evaluation Manatt LGI 0/H "Bouquets and 
Brickbats" 
3:20 Dismissal 
WORKSHOP PLANNER 
Page ^ 
of 2 
Effective Schools Improvement Consortium 
Wednesday, Thursday, January 29» 30, 1992 
Facilitator Teams """" 
Berning Motor inn, urescon, lowa 
TIME TOPIC PRESENTER MODE VISUALS HANDOUTS REMARKS 
Wednesday , January 29, 1992 
9:UU nil) Ovurvli'W—Ni!Xl Two Days MniinLL Lt;i 0/11 Planner 
9:15 Focus on luBtructiou as the 
Mission 
Stow LGI O/H Module Six 
10:00 BRI!AK OYO — — — 
10:15 Focus on Instruction as the 
Mission (continued) 
Stow LGI O/H Module Six 
1
6
3
 
12:00 N LUNCH OYO ~ — — 
1:00 pm The Indianola Vertical 
Leadership Team 
Newsum 
et. al. 
LGI 
Panel 
O/H Samples 
2:00 BREAK OYO — — --
2:15 Tirae-on-Task—Opportunity 
to Learn 
Poston LGI O/H Module Seven 
3:30 Dismissal 
Group or School 
DateCs) 
Attending 
Location 
Page i 
of 2 
WORKSHOP PLANNER 
Trniin nr Rchnol Effective Schools Improvement Consortium 
Wednesday. 'I'hurstlay. January 29. JU. 
Attending facilitator xeams 
Location Bernlng Motor Inn, Creston, Iowa 
TIME TOPIC PRESENTER MODE VISUALS HANDOUTS REMARKS 
Thursday, January 30, 1992 
9:00 am School Improvement 
Planning A Review 
Manatt LGl. 0/H Module Five "Show & Tell" 
Volunteers for 
February 18, 19 
9:30 Safe, Orderly Place Stow LGI 0/H Module Eight 
10:00 BREAK OYO — — — Ox 
10:15 Safe, Orderly Place (continued) Stow LUl 0/H Module Eight 
12:00 N LUNCH OYO — — — 
1:00 pm Leadership by the Principal Manatt LCU, 
SGD 
O/H Module Nine 
2:00 BREAK OYO — — — 
2:15 Leadership by the Principal 
(continued) 
Manatt LGI 0/H Module Nine 
3:15 Workshop Summary Manatt IS — "Bouquets and 
Brickbats" 
3:30 l)i sm i Ksn 1 
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APPENDIX P. 
INSTRUCTIONAL PLAN 
INSTRUCTIONAL PLAN 
Title K-12 Effective School Improvement 
Group or School Green Valley AEA 14 
Date(s) Wednesday, February 17, 1993 
Page # L 
of L 
Presenting Consultant(s) 
Dick Manatt 
Jacquie Mitchell 
Attending Vertical Team Cadre 
Berning Inn, Creston Associated with: 
Richard P. Manatt. Educational Consultant 
2926 Monroe Drive, Ames, lA 50010 
TIME TOPIC PRESENTER MODE VISUALS HANDOUTS REMARKS 
8:00 Registration 
8:30 Focus on Instruction as the Mission Manatt LGI 0/H CRMs How to 
start 
10:00 -Break- OYO 
— 
— 
— 
— 
10:15 Exercise One: 
Specifying Curriculum 
Manatt LGI 0/H SIM Resources 
> 
Materials®^ 
to use 
12:00 -Lunch- OYO 
— 
— -- — 
12:35 Qear Out Voting MitcheU LGI 0/H Reaching Agreement Getting 
the nay 
sayers 
started 
2:00 -Break- OYO — 
— 
— — 
2:15 Exercise Two: 
Monitoring Achievement 
Manatt LGI 0/H Fopham's Exercise Stay Legal 
3:20 Summary and Workshop Evaluation Manatt LGI 0/H Bouquets & Brickbats — 
3:30 Dismissal 
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APPENDIX Q. 
FIRST DAY EVALUATION, COMMENTS AND DISCUSSION POINTS 
EFFECTIVE SC"OOL IMPROVEMENT 
First Day Iraluation Form 
(completed after lunch) 
Title of Topic: K-12 Effective School. Improvement 
Participant's District: Dr. Richard Manatt Grade/Subject: 
1) it lool<s lilce my objectives for this inservice will be met. 
7 2 1 NA 
Yes Uncertain No 
2) The objective(s) which I am most interested to see met: see attached 
3) When the objectives are met, I believe this inservice will have practical value 
for me as a growing teacher or administrator. 
26 3 1 NA 
Yes Uncertain No 
4} The reasons I am enrolled in this topic are: 
(check as many as apply) 
t 
lA To meet a professional growth goal 
18 To share ownership of our building/district goal 
8 To follow an administrator's request/requirement . 
2 Other 0" Effective School committee 2. To learn* 
5) I ate the catered lunch I brought my lunch I left for lunch_ 
The lunch arrangements and lunch were: see attached 
6) A suggestion for the presenter's second session: see attached 
7) When AEA14 and its Advisory Committees plan this Inservice for next year, 
I think they should: see attached 
EFFECTIVE SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT 
First Day Ey^i^ation Form 
(comple)ed after lunch) 
Title of Topic: K-12 EFFECTIVE SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT 
Presenter: Dr. Richard Manatt Site: Bernlnas South Room 
Total Evaluations Returned: 30 
2. The objective(s) which I am most interested to see met: 
1. Authentic assessment portfolios. 
2. Direction for change. 
3. Standards raised, student accountability & graduation rates. 
4. Assessment 
5. Move forward from where we left off at last meeting. 
6. Evaluation of students with objectives taught. 
7. How to help make my school more effective. 
8. All district staff receive training. 
9. BIdg. a transformation plan. 
10. Keeping the ball rolling from last year's Inservice. 
11. Continuum of effective school program. 
12. Further insight into application for our district presentation; more new info. 
13. Implementation ideas, methods elaboration. 
14. Selling school improvement to staff. 
15. Learn something new. 
1 6 . ,  F u r t h e r  c l a r i f i c a t i o n  &  d i r e c t i o n  o f  t h e  s c h o o l  i m ' p r o v e m e n t .  
17. Further understanding of K-12 Effective Schools. 
18. How to put to use. 
19. Testing. 
20. To give our team a shot in the arm to continue. 
10 No Answers 
5. The lunch arrangements and lunch were: 
1. Excellent! 
2. Good 
3. ? 
4. Eating at session 
5. Good 
6. Good 
7. Adequate 
8. OK 
9. Good 
10. Far too expensive for the catered meal. 
11. Satisfactory, but should have had full buffet. 
12. Not acceptable - should have had full buffet privilege and nol have to 
carry tray. 
13. Too expensive for what we got to eat. 
14. Fine 170 
15. OK 
16. Expensive for the school district. 
17. Fine 
18. Too expensive, $6.25 bought all you can eat vs. $6 for what we had. 
19. OK 
20. Fair 
10 No Answers 
6. A suggestion for the presenter's second session: 
1. Unsure at this point. 
2. Need to look ideas, views in accommodating students for a global economy. 
3. More - more - more. 
4. More space. 
5. He's doing fine. Just keep going! 
6. Less review, more where "are we?" where do we want to go? 
7. Parent teachers relationship, conflict resolution. 
8. Address dealing with negative staff; address teaching this to students. 
9. Dont rehash the same old "stuff." 
10. More Q/A time. 
11. How to implement w/o support or encouragement from administration. 
19 No Answers 
7. When AEA 14 and its Advisory Committee plan this inservice for next year, 
i think they should: 
1. Get us some more room. 
2. Open the floor to discussion. 
3. Put topics out with location so we can select location as well as topic. 
4. Expand enrollment. 
5. Continue this program. 
6. Refer to 36 (parent teacher relationship, conflict resolution). 
7. Continue the course - good job. 
8. Have Dr. Manatt speak again. 
9. Schedule on Saturday. 
10. Plan on extra seating just in case. 
11. Allow later sign-up after classes (sessions) have been established. 
12. Get teacher & administration input again. 
13. Get all of the sessions in Creston. 
17 No Answers 
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Effective Schools Consortium Meeting 
October 16,1991 Creston High School 
Presenters: Dick Manatt and ISU Staff 
COMMENTS: 
1. I wish the purpose would have been given ahead of time. 
2. I know this stuff is happening. I ann anxious to get to work to help the students. 
3. Effective schools defined, but unsure of our districts intentions. Not sure what we hope to 
accomplish through consortium. 
4. I wanted to know how to implement some things now. 
5. Morning session was very good-aftemoon did not give much new info. 
6. How about having Barb LickUter's demog. present^ to students and parents of middle 
schoolers and high school. 
7. Small groups-waste of time-rest of presentation good. 
8. So, we have been made aware, now what? That could take 30 minutes. This could have 
been accomplished in 1/2 day. 
9. I wanted to hear some improvements ideas, todav! 
10. I was impressed how well the presenters kept "on tasks." They followed their schedule-
exacdv! I really appreciated their concerned business-like maimer. 
11. We need administrator commitment 
12. Tm a cadre member, I thought I'd get more specifics on what next The afternoon session 
was hopeless!! 
13. Yes, we need this, if the school takes the situation serious and follows up. 
14. Yes, it sounds good, but it should be incorporated with Developmentally Based Guidance as 
a springboard to implementation. 
15. Quality of presentation varied a great deal. 
16. I'd like to see more specific improvement ideas presented. 
17. It's such a lot to handle in one sitting! 
18. Afternoon session was basically useless. 
19. More specific application to apply and initiate. 
20. Overheads need to be clearer and larger. We hope to combine ESC, America 2000, and our 
Black-Dolan Conf. info to make ours a super school. 
21. I appreciate die organized way our day was run. t 
22. I had no preconceived ideas, or knowledge of what to expect 
23. More solutions-incorporation of successful district faculty representation. 
24. I already knew the Effective School Model. I was hoping to Itod out how. We spent all 
day tallang about what is wrong. Let's get busy and do something about it Less time 
planning, researching, setting goals, and more time implementing. Yes, it sounds good, if we 
do it and not just spend time planning but not carrying out those plans. Fm willing! 
25. Not enough concrete suggestions-mostly philosophy. 
26. Yes, it sounds good, however, I want to know more! 
27. I feel we've had these problems for a long time and we have already worked on these 
effective schools ideas. 
28. Too slow, too little. 
29. Yes, it sounds good, if people are willing to change and work together. 
30. Yes, it sounds good, if there is effective follow through. 
31. Licklider-great job-very interesting, Netusit-very easy to follow. AM was very interesting, 
PM was not 
32. Didn't tell solutions, we're aware of problems but need solutions. It's easy to talk but let's 
put plan to work. 
33. I feel insulted that we couldn't just read the materials provided, but had to take an entire day 
to go over. Waste of time. TTie process does sound like an effective one. 
34. The morning was excellent, the ^temoon seemed closer to "waste of time." Manatt is 
excellent. 
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35. Presenters showed us the problems, Td like to see specific resolutions. Presenters utilized 
excellent management techniques in keeping us teachers with short attention spans "time-
on-task." 
36. Mr. Railsback's talk was not very useful! Everyone else outstanding! 
37. Very professional presentation-impressive presenters. 
38. Although I realize this will come eventually, I hoped to get more input on how to reach at-
risk kids-meet their needs and then teach them. Very helpful! We absolutely have to use 
this process!!! 
39. Keep feeding us background infonnation. This was an excellent presentation!! 
40. Overall, die ISU team did an outstanding job presenting the information to the audience. 
There was little if any, content that I couldn't agree with. 
41. Veiy well organized! Timing was excellent! 
42. I didn't understand what we were to do with the correlates. 
43. We have a considerable amount of negative attitude to overcome. I hope all will get behind 
it and go with it! 
44. Specific application for our school. 
45. Interesting day!! 
46. This was excellent for an introduction! 
47. A very informative, motivating meeting. 
48. I really was favorably impressed with this first day. Dennis Brown 
49. Good use of visual aids. 
50. Felt all the presenters were good. I was bothered by Sweeney's voice. 
51. Thanks for tiie leadership. We all have a bener idea of what to expect and what wiU be 
implemented. 
52. Good day-long overdue to keep up with teaching of 1991. 
53. A littie foggy on how it will work. I assume cadre will get die "meat and potatoes" of 
Effective Schools but Tm a little foggy yet! 
54. I didn't have any previous objectives. 
55. I am looking forward to more. 
56. Really liked the video! 
57. Very good, made me think a lot. I am not sure how to correct some of these but made me 
think. 
58. I'm looking forward to learning more. ' 
59. Presenters kept on schedule! 
60. Appreciated the professionalism and the organization of the workshop presentation. 
61. Well organized. 
62. • I didn't have enough pre-workshop information to have any preconceived ideas. 
63. We came having no idea what this was really to be about V^at were the objectives? 
64. How are we going to deal with tiiese obstacles? 
65. I know no one knows how but we need help with how to implement—we already know why. 
Really well prepared. 
66. Presenters did not need to read material that is already available in tiie packet 
67. Small group settings were not particularly beneficial. I have many concerns: 
1. How good will it be without total commitment by Staff, Admin, and parents? 
2. I see our Admin, jumping on the "Band Wagon" year after year, and never follow 
through. Will this happen again. 3. Where wUl finances come from? 
68. Heard most of this through vicarious methods. 
69. The schools are getting more special ed kids who shouldn't be there. This trend has to stop, 
we need information and progress to halt this. 
70. I'm undecided because I've seen this kind of thing before. My own opinion is that 
education will never change until we change the total top heavy structure. You don't get 
people to change when you throw them back into the same old everyday problems and 
frustrations the day after an inservice. 
71. Excellent time on task, followed time schedule very well. 
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72. Specifics on how teachers can improve teaching techniques. 
73. I would have liked some answers. We know what's wrong. Now what can we do to fix it 
74. Not enough time for ^ scussion. Old research. 
75. Tm not quite sure what the objectives at today's workshop were? Perhaps our cadre will 
clarify purpose. 
76. No new information was given. I have been aware of eveiything mentioned for years, 
ftoblems were named v^d^h no solutions being offered. I felt it was in poor taste to have the 
black gentlemen assisting with "gopher" things without having a role as a presenter. 
77. rd like to know what Effective Schools Improvement modelis. How? 
78. I wish we could have all had more training now. If we are waiting for our trained ones to 
implement it, I wonder if we'll ever hear s^out this again. We have too many "special ed" 
kids in our classes and need more special ed teachers per school. 
79. I don't know what the objectives were. It made litde difference other than making me feel 
guilty. You cannot assume students are different from adults-you cannot teach people 
unwilling to leara-your literature is wrong. I have no idea what it is~but if your level of 
understanding of the actual classroom is a guide-not much. 
80. I did not learn anything today, I want to know how to make improvements. What about 
special areas? An, Music, etc. 
81. I learned something! (other than what a paradigm is) This was definitely the mjisI 
inservice that I have been in attendance. A Waste Of Time! 
82. I want to know the HOW! Thank you for staying on schedule!! 
83. No, I don't think it will help our school because we are in the process of reorganization. 
84. I would have liked new information and the "how to" rather than the overview. 
85. I would like to know how to be an effective teacher. No, I don't think it will help our school. 
We are reinventing the wheel. 
86. Boring lectures. 
Correlates of """ ""lire Schoob 
Crestodtldwa 
AEA14 
October 16, 1991 
Discussion Points 
What are you fairlv sure you know about the EfTectivc Schools Research and the 
Correlates? 
Not much. 
Students will get a better education. 
Will take monetaiy funds. 
Will improve morale. 
Will create more stress. 
Improving schools was the main objective. 
The correlates. 
We are to improve schools some how. 
Focus on instruction as the mission. 
Parental and Community Involvement. 
Tm excited about our school's involvement in this, and I hope our cadre can come back and 
help us make positive changes. 
Time-on-task. 
Expanding on what we do in our classroom • organization. 
Would like to know how to feasibly teach mastery to "all" students. 
We need to change our paradigms. 
Rotation of "Special Classes". 
Break down of lifestyles from past to present - single parent families. 
Not sure with data available how we can communicate with parents. 
Have been aware of concepts presented but did not attach these with correlates. 
Still learning. 
What we've already been doing. 
That every child can learn. 
You need to have the leadership to help get it going to help coordinate. Needs to be based 
on some building goals. 
Internally driven individualized process within each school district. 
You have an effective school if you have the 7 correlates in place in your school. 
All important change is coming. 
We don't have a "mission". 
Teachers need to be more accountable. 
That something different needs to be done. 
Forty-five minutes uninterrupted time for students - centers. 
Monitoring student progress: test • teach - reteach - test again. 
How will you advance without money? 
Follow through is the key. 
Instructional leadership. 
Our schools know what they are "supposed" to be doing, but how to implement is 
unsure. 
Research based data helps prep. 
That the research is important with the schools. 
Mission statement purpose - to restructure education to suit the 21st Centur}'. 
Question #1 cont. 1 7 5  
Need to integrate Mission Statement into daily activities. 
Our perception as a whole about Area 14 Heartland schools is better than the state 
average. 
2. Wliat do you know you know about the ElTective Schools Research and the 
Correlates? 
Not much. 
To improve modes of learning. 
Improves student achievement (well coordinated program). 
Overall school and community involvement and commitment (all support staff). 
It will take funding. 
Same competence for all students. 
Time-on-task. 
Higher expectations for all students. 
Parental involvement is crucial. 
Build and develop self-esteem. 
Frequent evaluations to note progress - observation. 
We have a dedicated staff that works together for our kids. I've had enough research 
data - help me use it to help my students. 
Scrap the stats and show us. 
Many are just introduced today. 
Thoy fit the acronym P.T. Flems. 
That the students have changed and we are not meeting there needs and we are wondering 
why. 
That the problems are not just failing to reach students but not giving top students a fair 
shake either. 
Administrative backing - Great Help. 
Use of guidance counselors has helped behavioral problems. 
Time management - getting past paperwork to instruction. 
Need Mission Statement - building, district goals. 
Know an effective school takes time and money. 
Know that we as teachers must be open to new ideas. 
Know that there is no end, one thing knocks another. 
It may have to be done in parts. 
It will take 3-7 years to implement effectively. 
All 7 will not be possible to put in place unless we all pull together and take positive 
action. 
We as teachers need high expectations change in attitude necessary to have education be 
a priority. 
Parents, teachers, and community need to work in a cohesive group working together. 
Change is inevitable. 
It involves change and shows that we need changes in our schools. 
How to effectively work with parents? 
Standards for kids: with different levels of capabilities. 
Climate is very important! Attitudes of kids, need to take pride. 
There will be no middle class - schools will have lo accommodate a two class system. 
We are working on it; need to expand. 
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What do we do with what we know? 
Test data may not really help us and may not be an effective way to monitor student 
progress. 
We know that the correlates all pertain to the Green Valley area and to have an effective 
school, we must work to improve these areas. 
I like the idea of some personalized research and data. 
We need more visibility from our principal. (His office is in another building.) 
Our expectations are low • reflection of parental involvement and the socio economic 
level of our communities. 
We know techniques for getting parental involvement, and feel that we provide safe and 
orderly environments. 
3. What do you want to know about the EiTective Schools Research and the Correlates? 
More information. 
How to implement the plan? 
To know more about it. 
Some ideas to use. 
How to change the system? 
In what way would you have the same expectations for all students - Is this fair. 
Will toughening the grading scales help set higher expectations? 
How to change the parts of system we want to change? 
How can we expect more of students and get them to achieve more? 
How, are parents to be involved in getting the to do homework? 
How can schools be made to teach social skills so kids can be able to make friends and 
communicate better? 
I would like a demonstration of how to rather than numbers. 
I would like to observe a school that has been using this model for a couple of years. 
How to put together school improvement plan? 
What specifically would you like us to do? 
What changes do you expect from teachers? 
Will it require more money? 
More time for teachers? 
How can it be done in 24 hours? 
How can we be college prep and mastery to all students. 
How much does the legislature know about this? 
How are we going to grade a child? 
More on portfolio. 
Are the.se positive effects or merely characteristics. 
Have we lowered expectations of student progress. 
How does testing frequently go with data saying not to test? 
How committed are we to following through with all this? 
How does this correlate with DPI standards, "World Class" goals? 
Need more depth of information. 
More information about Spec. Ed. kids and master and effectivene.ss of program at high 
school. Also how program deals with TAG students. 
What do we do when everyone does not meet the goals (allowing for differences)? 
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How does this correlate with the DEO and World Class School and the guidelines set up 
there. 
Need Administrative support, then include students, parents, and business etc. 
Number 2 and 3 - highest priority. 
How do we motivate "able" students? 
How will teachers implement the "correlations"? 
Will we use this model for extended period of jump to new model? 
Where do we start with all these changes? 
Leadership by principal and time (after school) to discuss new ideas with other teachers. 
What does research show on whether monitoring students achievements really improve for 
all students? 
How do we get ^ students to mastery level (team teaching or block of 1-3 and child 
stays in this block until classes are mastered? 
How to implement and evaluate E.S.R. 
How programs like ASSURE correlate with the overall evaluation. 
How to adapt our curriculum to meet the needs of present and future students. 
How to effectively get staff members on board with a positive attitude towards the 
program. 
1 will be on Cadre, so I need to know everything. 
More #5 and 6. -
Give us some answers or processes or a plan! 
We would want to know more about Leadership for Instruction by the Principal, Focus 
on Instruction us the Mission, and e.Ypectation of high student achievement. 
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APPENDIX R. 
SECOND DAY DISCUSSION POINTS 
Correlates of E^Ef^^iive Schools 
Coming, Iowa 
AEA.14 
October 17,1991 
Discussion Points 
What are you fairly sure that you know about the Effective Schools Research 
and the Correlates? 
Problems are ever present. 
Where are the solutions and funds? 
Is not available. 
Parental involvement needs attention. 
Focus on Instruction as the Mission and Expectation of High Student 
Achievement seem to be major issues. 
Overall Green Valley AEA feeling on topics. 
Flexible. 
Supposed to work. 
It is the best it can be at this time. 
Expect more of students. 
Green Valley feels achievement should increase. 
People are researching problem areas. 
We want to make positive changes but not sure how. 
Test data. 
Time-on-task. 
Prepare for lifetime learner. 
Depressing. 
It's hard to juggle all of them and meet all 7 of them. 
Have a mission statement. 
Focus on this for instruction. 
Principal helping and visible. 
Unsure of the direction. 
Kids need less material and breaks in between. 
Parent involvement. 
Been around since 1980. 
Instruction important. 
Opportunity for learning - fairly sure we can swing on pendulum to 
extremes. 
Want to know - Why? 
I want to be assured that "they" are not operating under the paradigm 
that bigger is better. 
Students of today are more likely to need governmental assistance. 
We need to be accountable for the students we put out. 
Paradigms. 
Time involved to work on this necessitates teacher meetings, discussion 
cooperation - that will improve most areas. 
Not exempt from problem even in small schools. 
Master skills to face problems. 
Principal leadership. 
Question #1 cont. 
Tliey look like a good deal to me. Wa)l &%o! This would make a 
evaluation instrument every year among faculty. 
'lliey've been documented. 
Depressing. 
Targeted areas - 7 areas. 
Teachers charting path of improvement. 
1'ime management skills. 
Flexible for classroom. 
Society expect schools to change what society can't. 
Necessary, flexible, potential. 
Not much! 
Fairly sure of what was told today. People have own opinions. 
K-3 parent involvement is higher than 4 -8. 
Focus Is too much on the low and the high. What about the middles? 
Make education a participatory activity. 
Coordinate horizontal and vertical curriculum. 
I lope that this is not Madeline Hunter! 
Safe, orderly environment. 
Student-centered, goal-oriented, research-based, community-based. 
lliey have ideas set for us. 
They want us to implement those plus our own. 
Get the students to participate more. 
Identify and implement changcs. Recruit support for changes. 
Statistics show that we must do more to help kids. 
2. What do you know you know about the EfTective Schools Research and 
the Correlates? 
We are not making enough opportunity for parents. 
It is difRcult to have good parent involvement because of work schedules, 
economic conditions, distrust of educators, etc. 
Social problems, along ^ith bureaucracy, make all of this a very complex issue. 
Areas of concentration. 
Quality time-on-task. 
The more correlates applied the better off your school will be. 
It contains nothing new. 
Need to teach more self-respect in all classrooms. 
Number 5 is valid. 
Data says things are going to get much worse concerning the type of students 
we are going to be seeing. 
Some changes are impossible - parent involvement. We are doing some things overall. 
I lighcr education needed for girls. 
One is hard to accomplish with working parents, one parent homes, and povert>'. 
All works toward goal of mission in a way to best teach and learn for the child. 
Safe environment. 
Take work and time. 
Already starting in some areas. 
More you use correlates positively, the better effective your school is. 
Sounds good, but how realistic are they? 
Question #2 cont. 
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Testing becoming important to show accountability. 
Principal involvement helps accountability. 
It is amazing to me that for the first time in 18 years of educating in Southwest Iowa, this 
is the first time that the "powers that be* have spent an entire day with us - 'Wliy? Is this 
{.'.cnerated by Year 2,000 goals? 
'II1L7 need to be improved. Improvement can't be accomplished by the effort of teachcrs 
along. 
Not much about research. 
Parental involvement - higher. 
Based at local level. 
Improve effectiveness. 
Without change the problem ^\111 get worse. 
There are characteristics considered important to the effectiveness of schools. 
Will result in changes in current practice if truly embraced. 
Stress women's education. 
I^ch school needs goals. 
A long-term plan. 
Just what I've heard today. 
Parental involvement is necessary in my area, SPED*. Tinieon-task is necessary for 
learning. Expectations for students have to set high enough. Progress monitoring is vital. 
Poor principal instruction at our school. 
Timc-on-task is low because of discipline. 
Ijcadenship for instruction by principal is very poor. 
Timc-on-task is low because of discipline problems. 
Works in some schools. 
Dedication - common good mission. 
Not a great deal, but it is a good concept to work with. 
Controversial, hard to accurately define. Too many "guidelines" from above, i.e., state and 
federal. 
'iliat in order to achieve them we must have cooperation from everyone. 
3. What do you want to know about the Effective Schools Research and the Correlates? 
Vliy? 
How will it help to measure? 
How to involve parents. 
1 low we can implement effective strategics and receive the support we need to keep thcin 
going. 
Solutions. 
I low would you propose the correlates be used in your building? 
How to integrate multi-cultural effectively. 
How to involve the community '\^ith effective schools. 
How can I control extraneous variables? 
Direction on how to improve instruction. 
Time-on-task. How to have less interruptions. 
My school's research data. 
Specific ideas. 
Willing to make the commitment. 
Question #3 cont. 
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Funding. 
Parent involvement • this is strongly needed. 
Wliy? - to improve! 
Many changes take money we don't have • money to pay for more programs before and 
after school.-
More time in a day. 
I low arc schools rated and how wc can change? 
>X1iy? - direction. , 
More about four and six. 
Mow your school did. 
Subjective, objective, and mbcture. • 
How to get parents involved • physically come to school. 
Mission • what do wc want to know? 
How are they going to be checked to see that everyone is doing them? 
How to achieve higher student achievement and motivation. 
How can we put out students that have learned from their parents how to live 
comfortably from the government? 
Need to know more about all. 
Effective ways to implement the above correlates because it seems to be hard to implant 
these. 
\Vhy>pays? 
Clear, concrete examples as opposed to theory. 
How to fit it into my personal needs for effectiveness. 
More about the administrator's role. I think this may be a different role for some. 
Redefinition of time-on-task. Can be dangerous if viewed in paper/pencil actiuty. 
Direction to improve statistics. 
Wliat will make this really happen? 
Step-by-step outline. 
Expecting a big change - How? 
More money available for more time. 
Change in school schedule - How? 
Incentives for kids to succeed who can do as good or better on government programs. 
Implementation, which are most important. 
How to organize schools with new schedules for the betterment of the students. 
Are "they" already assuming that we will have to redistrict/reorganize? 
Need to know the focus of instniction in our mission statement. 
What are the new ideas? Let us know, 
Ix;adcrship for instruction by principal is very poor. 
Time-on-task is low because of discipline problems. 
Seen tob many good ideas die. 
How it can be used to help create a better school climate (culture). 
Cooperative learning, portfolios. How can we do all this with reduccd staffs 
and reduced funds? 
Focus on instruction. 
Ix'adership for instruction. 
Expectation, monitoring. 
Wh)vwe want to know? 
Question #3 cont. 
18 3 Mow will it really get back to us and get put into action? 
Working models for each area, constructive examples. 
Reconcile • high expectations • a trend towards greater percentage of high risk students. 
How to make it work in our schools. 
4. How would you propose the correlates be used in your building? 
Communication must improve within our district during this quest for more effective 
schools. 
Evaluate periodically. 
Staff meetings. 
No warning bell. 
Need to know what changes and how to change - would we show growth if we changed 
to improve (according to this information). 
As an entire staff/not just a few. 
Increase parental involvement. 
Modeling. Mission posted. Training on valid assessment for curriculum objectives. 
Seen too many good ideas die. 
Before school and after school care. 
Need to post mission statement. 
No superintendent problem sometimes - chain of command - whose next. 
r.mpowering faculty and staff with time and resources to investigate and implement 
change. 
Total .staff involvement. 
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APPENDIX S. 
INTEREST SURVEY FOR STAFF DEVELOPMENT TOPICS 
SURVEY TO DETERMINE INTEREST 
IN STAFF DEVELOPMENT TOPICS 
Scheduled October 21, and February 17, 1993 
(approved by area Superintendents for 1992-93) 
Each educator will devote these two days of inservice to one topic. Please rank all the choices 
below with one as first preference and so on. See separate description sheet (Please do'nM 
use x's or checkmarks.) 
Name; School District:. 
Essentials Of Effective Instruction; 
Hunter Mastery Teaching Model 
Developmentally Appropriate Practices 
For Elementary Gr^es K-3 
Developmentally Appropriate Practices 
For Elementary Gr^es 4-6 
Writing Across The Curriculum 
Curriculum Adaptation For Special Needs 
Conflict Resolution 
Math Strategies K-12 
Science Strategies K-12 
K-12 Effective Schools Improvement; 
Continuation of 91-92 Vertical Team 
Training 
Study Skills 
Whole Language 
Cooperative Learning 
Alternative Assessment 
Traditional Assessment 
Outcome Based Education 
Parent Teacher Partnerships 
Other 
Please return this survey to Penni Nauman, AEA, today after lunch. We are surveying members of the 
Vertical Team. 
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APPENDIX T. 
DESCRIPTIONS OF STAFF DEVELOPMENT TOPICS 
DESCRIPTIONS OF STAFF DEVELOPMENT TOPICS 
"Essentials Of Effective Instruction: Hijli?er Masterv Teachine Model" 
Level I elements of effective instruction which include skills such as lesson design, questioning 
techniques for level concern, checking for understanding, practice and use of anticipatory set. 
(Hunter) 
"Developmentallv APDropriate Practices For Elementary Grades K-3" 
A developmentally appropriate curriculum for young children is planned to be appropriate for the 
age span of die children within the group and is implemented with attention to the different needs, 
interests and developmental levels of those individual children. 
"Develonmentallv Annropriate Practices For Elementary Grades 4.6" 
A developmentally appropriate curriculum for young children is planned to be appropriate for the 
age span of the children within the group and is implemented with attention to the different needs, 
interests and developmental levels of these individual children. 
"Writing Across The Curriculum" 
Students in all content areas improve in their understanding of the material if writing is part of the 
class. Their retention of material and their understanding of the content increases if teachers use 
writing as a tool. Teachers will develop methods to incorporate writing into their classrooms. 
"Curriculum Adantatinn For Special Needs" 
Teaching every student requires adaptation to fit the individual needs of students who have learning 
problems. Adapting complex directions, fast paced materials, reading level, boring content, 
confusing formats, lengthy assignments are considerations in planning success for every student 
"Conflict Resolution" 
Conflict is positive and can serve to enhance important relationships. The elements for the peaceful 
setdement of a conflict are to be found in the conflict itself, and in diis presentation participants will 
learn how to become empowered to express and resolve their own conflicts. It is about how to 
mine the "gold" in a conflict through (^ect communication between the disputants themselves 
rather than rely on an arbitrator. 
''Math Strategies K-12" 
Learning characteristics of students should control the matiiematics program. Early mathematical 
instruction should begin prematiiematics. Because different relations exists in premathematics and 
mathematics, diere is proper language to associate with each. A change of lan^age can be used to 
cue the students that a change in meaning has occurred and that the teacher is asking the students to 
move from the world of objects where their sensory perceptions function to the world of numbers 
where they must depend on what they know. The teacher is responsible for creating a learning 
environment that fosters general cognitive development and the construction of inventions of 
relationships. 
"Science Strategies K.12" 
Science education for children should 1) present well researched set of concepts in a sequence of 
increasing difficulty and 2) immerse children in a rich problem-solving environment that 
encourages them to reflect upon their own thinking. 
"K-12 Effective Schools Improvement; Continuation of '91-92 Vertical Team 
Trainine" 
Strategies and skills for the vertical school improvement team includes data driven decisions 
deriv^ from criterion testing systems. A continuation of 1991-92 training. Outcomes influenced 
by participant/team needs. 
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DESCRIPTIONS OF VERTICAL LEADERSHIP TEAMS TRAINING 
MODULES 
1 8 9  
Vertical Leadership Teams Training Modules 
Developing a common language To achieve success, all the 
players, staff, students, parents, and stakeholders must clearly 
understand all the concepts, techniques, and strategies of the program. 
This process of awareness includes orientation, training, 
implementation, evaluation, revision, and continual improvement. 
Expectation of high student achievement Students quickly pick 
up what teachers believe about their learning potential. Therefore, a 
climate in which the staff highly believes and demonstrates that all 
students can and will attain mastery of basic skills and that they (the 
staff) have the capability to help students achieve such mastery 
portrays an effective school. 
Developing a mission statement This is a clearly-articulated 
public statement by the school setting forth a set of beliefs which 
represent the school's view of teaching and learning. 
Team building This development of collaborative, non-
threatening, and non confrotational teams of educators produces an 
atmosphere of cooperation and professional empowerment. Essential 
skills and behaviors for this module include interpersonal 
commimication, brainstorming, consensus building, problem solving, 
cooperative processing, peer observation and feedback, agenda 
building, giving and receiving process feedback, and group leadership 
skills. 
School improvement team formation This team consists of a 
cross section of the teaching faculty, and school community including 
professional and non professional staff  i .e . ,  
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young/experienced; male/female; departments, parents, community 
members, and students on the secondary level. 
Guidelines for t^reparing and evaluating school improvements 
plans This sequence of questions serves as a checklist for the 
development and modification of a school plan. 
Focus on instruction as the mission This is the school's clearly-
articulated mission for the school through which the staff shares an 
understanding of and a commitment to instructional goals, priorities, 
assessment procedures, and accountability. 
Academic learning time; a tool for teachers The amount of class 
time students actually spend engaged in learning is critical to student 
achievement. Learning how to allocate a high percentage of classroom 
time to students engaged in planned, learning activities directly 
related to identified objectives is a valuable, instructional tool. 
Safe orderly environment There is a scientific connection 
between the school's environment and students' emotional needs. The 
school atmosphere should be free from the threat of physical harm in 
both students and staff. In addition, the atmosphere should be 
conducive to teaching and learning and not oppresssive. 
Instructional leadership by the principal This single, most 
improtant ingredient to an effective school will determine how well 
the elements of an effective school are put into practice. The principal 
effectively commimicates the school's mission to the staff, parents, and 
students and also rmderstands and applies the characteristics of the 
instructional effectivness in the management of the school's 
instructional program. 
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Introduction to school culture This is the shared values, beliefs, 
and behaviors which characterize a school. Understanding the school's 
culture will enable the staff to better influence and benefit the school. 
Parental involvement Parents influence their children through 
their expectations for the children, through their own involvement, 
and through direct instruction. Schools are more effective when 
parents tmderstand and support the basic mission of the school and 
are made to feel that they have an important role in achieving this 
miss ion.  
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APPENDIX V. 
REGISTRATION INFORMATION FOR OCTOBER 21, 1992 AND 
FEBRUARY 17, 1993 
Effective School Improvement 
October 21, 1992 and February 17, 1993 
Registration 19^formation 
Regist ra t ion 
In the spring of 1992 Principals registered their professional staff members. All twelve topics 
offered will be presented, and everyone was registered for their first choice topic. Principals 
have the registration roster for their staff. New staff must be registered with the AEA through 
their principals during September. Some topics will be closed for registration on October 1. 
Participants cannot be registered at the door. Educators who are not under contract 
may enroll in these classes as available. They may register with Penni Nauman at the AEA 
(1 -800-362-1864)  
Sites and Schedule 
The AEA is not a presentation site. Sites are designated for each topic on the 
"Presenter and Site Location" page. The presentations are planned for 8:30 A.M. -3:30 P.M., 
with lunch from 12:00-12:35, and breaks at 10:00 and 2:00. 
Lunch 
Lunch is the participant's responsibility. Lunch will be catered to each site and we encourage 
the use of that service. For a $12 fee participants will receive lunch on both October 21st, and 
February 17th. The $12 fee also includes coffee and rolls at morning break with pop in the 
afternoon. To register for lunch and snacks participants will give their principals $12 before 
September 30. (Principals, we need the lunch rosters for our catering services by October 
1.) A nametag sticker will indicate registration for catered food. Feel free to bring your own 
lunch and snacks as an alternative. 
Graduate  credi t  
One hour of graduate credit or recertification credit is available with participation in the first 
two days and a third (to be arranged) day. After lunch on October 21st an AEA registrar will 
determine if there is adequate interest (5 people) for graduate credit. For some topics the third 
day presenter will be the same; some presenters have planned the third day with the follow-
through presenter. Where five or more participants want graduate or recertification credit, 
they will make a consensus decision with the presenter for the third (to be arranged) date. It 
will be a Saturday in March. Normal fees will apply: $15 registration plus $25 recertification 
or $80 graduate credit. The $15 registration fee is payable on the afternoon of October 21st. 
Recertification credit or graduate credit fees can be paid on the arranged Saturday. The 
graduate credit fee may be paid with $40 by February 17th and $40 on the arranged Saturday. 
Be sure to designate the topic and type of credit with any payment. All checks should be payable 
to the AEA. 
This course will provide the knowledge and concepts to allow the participant 
to serve on a vertical leadership using the "correlates" to improve 
local school units and districts. The content builds upon the training 
provided by a team of professors from the College of Education at Iowa State 
University for the Green Valley AEA during the 1991-1992 school year. 
Course Objectives: 
At the completion of the course each student will be able to: 
a. list and define the correlates of effective schools. 
b. describe the data base needed to build a school improvement plan 
c. write a school improvement plan 
d. use the recent research on effective schools and the vertical leadership 
teams and raising student achievement, K-12. 
Workbook "Vertical Leadership Training" published by the School Improvement 
Model (SIM) College of Education, Iowa State University. 
Outline of course content Modules: 
A. the effective schools movement, 
B. what the vertical leadership does 
C. parental Involvement 
D. time on task 
E. Focus on mission and Instruction 
F. leadership by the principal 
G. expectations for high achievement 
H. monitoring student progress 
I. safe-orderly place 
Attendance Policy: 
Because of the Intense nature of this three day offering, participants must 
attend all three days to earn credit. 
Course Requirements: 
Students will be required to read all nine modules of the workbook, 
participate in the class activities, and write a draft school improvement 
plan. A final examination will be given the third day which will cover all 
the concepts and skills taught. 
Method of Evaluation: 
Class participation 
School Improvement Plan 
Final Examination 
20% 
30% 
50% 
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"EFFECTIVE SCHOOLS" VERTICAL TEAM TRAINING 
AEA 14 DISTRICTS CONSORTIUM 
FEBRUARY 18-19, 1992 
DICK MANATT, FACILITATOR 
The vertical team concept turns the leadership pyramid upside down. Top-down, 
bureaucratic leadership of public schools no longer works. Like industry, we have learned 
that solving problems and restructuring for improvement is best done hy those who aiy. 
closest to the action. Moving to vertical leadership teams servw the school improvement 
needs of Iowa. 
School restructuring intends to change how teachers teach, how students learn, and 
how administrators lead. According to many authorities, the isal school restructuring 
comes from renewing the curriculum. The training provided by the ISU College of 
Education team for the AEA 14 Vertical Leadership Teams is focused on team building, 
outcomes-based instruction, mastery teaching, curriculum aligimient and accountability for 
excellence and equity. 
Rationale 
Why do schools need to change? We have seen a sharp decline in achievement in 
the past three decades. Although some progress has been made in the last decade, efforts 
so far have only brought us up to the levels of 1970. Now we need major improvement to 
catch up with the competition, worldwide. 
ETS reported the findings of their 20-nation study last week. The U.S. ranked 
16th in mathematics and 15th in science. Our youth were very positive about their ability to 
do math and science. They think they are good at these subjects. Obviously, the feedback 
they are given is not very accurate! Once again the relationship of high self concept and 
high achievement is called into question. Twenty percent of our children reported watching 
five hours (or more) of television per night. Unfortunately, this is not one of our six 
national goals! 
To match the learning in other industniipigd nations we need to offer (REQUIRE?) 
technical reading, two or three years of applied physics, starting in sixth grade, and 
statistics, measurement, and probability. 
Instead, we offer theoretical physics to seniors (only 17 percent of our students 
bother to take it). We keep adding more algebra, but 78 percent of our workers never use 
it More properly, we should identify the skills and concepts students need-not the 
courses to be required. The Iowa Department of Education has started this process with 
three task forces specifying outcomes in 
• Command of Core Content, 
• Integrative Reasoning, and 
• Attitudes and Dispositions. 
Cgmgm 
The vertical leadership team training has stressed 11 concepts to help faculties 
restructure K-12 schools. Each trainee received a manual which included the instructional 
modules: (1) Developing A Conmion Language, (2) Expectation Of High Student 
, Achievement, (3) Developing A Mission Statement, (4) Team Building, (5a) School 
Improvement Team Formation, (5b) Guidelines For Preparing And Evaluating School 
Improvement Plans, (6) Focus On Instruction As The Mission, (7) Academic Learning 
Time: A Tool For Teachers, (8) Safe Orderly Environment, (9XJnstructi©naH.eadei:!^p-
By The Principal, (10) Introduction To School Culture, and (11) Parental Involvement. 
All of the changes proposed must be held to two standard " (1) equity iind^--
(2) quality. Quality means that the:overall level of achievement's high/^ Equitytoeans that 
high achievement does not vary.:by raqoi gender, SESj or farnily-s^^sification; 
Why is restructuring so hard tQ accomplish?;'Because when; Atf paradigm chaaiges 
this much, we ^  go back to zero,! .That is, everyone has to change: students, teachers, arid 
society. As professionals we have to change 
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TO: Les Sternberg 
Associate Dean 
College of Education 
FROM: Dick Manatt 
RE: Progress Report Ed Ad Section Service Projects for AEA's. 
DATE: February 20, 1992 
For the past year and one half, professors of Educational Administration and 
selected doctoral candidates have assisted Western Hills AEA 12 (Sioux City) and 
Green Valley AEA 14 (Creston) with restructuring projects. 
The Green Valley project involves 18 K-12 districts, the Area Agency and the 
College of Education professors in a vertical leadership team cadre training 
program. We have provided six days of training for 90 professionals at Creston. 
In addition, we have provided four half days of orientation and awareness 
training to the combined, faculties (approximately 500 administrators over time). 
See attached report for details. This project will continue next year. 
The Western Hills Project is unique. We are restructuring the AEA as well as 
developing a performance evaluation system for all employees, job descriptions, 
Advanced Evaluator Training for the appraisers, and orientation to all employees 
and the Board of Education. This project will continue for two more years. 
Please feel free to share this information with any of your AEA contacts. 
Educational Extension, or the Professional Development Center. We are ready and 
very able to help with the College's new initiatives. 
.ltPM:af 
Enclosure. 
cc: Larry Ebbers, Bill Poston, Deb Graf (for newsletter) 
TWO-YEAR PROGRESS PORT- February 17, 1993 
Greatest Successes 
1. Claike^ New programs: OBE. whole laneuaee & writine across the curriculum 
2. Coming none (We camel We saw! We failed!) 
3. Cieston Instructional leadership of principal; decision making is being given to 
staff; much excitement 
Parental involvement in elementary; communication lines are opening 
Leadership of the principal at the high school; working towards agreed 
upon Koali 
Groups productively working with correlates 
Using the consensus team decision-making process to establish and 
prioritize goals . 
Learning correlates 
4. Creiton M S Beginning to get some dialogue about concerns 
5. East Union Effective teaching methods: mastery learning, cooperative learning; self-
esteem ( 
6. Lenox School improvement plan is up and running and working 
7. New Market Willing teachers showing success in cooperative learning, mastery 
teaching, peer tutoring/helping 
8. Orient-Maclcsburg Enthusiasm; openness within and among faculty; morale looked at; sub­
committee formed 
9. Sunton Building administrator who seems to listen 
10. Unidentifled Teachers working together for a common goal 
11. Unidentified Effective line of communication have started 
Greatest Problems 
1. Clarke Administrators reluctant to give responsibilities to Effective Schools 
team 
2. Coming No interest or leadership from administration 
3. Creston Time spent in committees is extensive 
Teachers don't want to take time to continually leam; teaching not 
treated as a profession 
Staff resistance; not a districtwide commitment 
Staff does not want to expend time to accomplish consensus, etc. 
Board not familiar with effective school processes; differences in 
administration leadership styles and philosophies through-out district; 
too many committees throughout district making too many goals 
Teachers believe this is a passing fad 
4. Creston M S Teachers that don't treat education as a professional iob 
5. East Union Too many changes in direction internally and guides exteraallv 
6. Lenox Time 
7. New Market Teacher-principal hostile relations spearheaded by one teacher 
8. Orient-Macksburg Limited contact with teachers; access to data is delayed; vertical team H 
doesn't meet enough 
9. Stanton Jealousy and petty complaints between elementary and upper level 
teachers; inflexible policies in the curriculum; scheduling problems 
10. Unidentified Some teachers feel Effective Schools Research not worthwhile; too many 
meetings 
11. Unidentified Small groups of teachers still consider own goals/needs ahead of 
students/groups needs 
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K-12 Effective School Improvement 
April 1, 1992 
Dr. Richard Manatt & Dr. Shirley Stow 
Berning South Room (basement) 
How do you rate this workshop? Check one: 
One of the best I've attended (Exceeds my standards) 
Very helpful to me as a professional (Meets my standards) S. 
Not very helpful (Does not meet my standards) 2. 
What was the most helpful about this workshop? 
1. Review and to look at local program. 
2. The interaction among people in small groups. Cooperative 
l e a r n i n g .  
3. Ideas on curriculum. 
4. Beginning of discussions on taking theory into practice. 
5. Reinforcement of previously learned material. 
6. Dr. Manatt is a dynamic speaker and I can listen to him all day/any day, 
but it was all the same - the videotape was shown last April. 
7. Information about being responsible about teaching in your curriculum. 
8. References and ideas. 
9. It has helped give me a focus for school improvement. 
10. The idea of doing one subject area well, and then using it as a model - a 
spin-off for additional curriculum work is a great idea! I have also 
advocated using blocks of days to accomplish our curriculum work, 
rather than once a month two-hour shots. 
11. Got some really good ideas this time. Each time we meet, the concepts and 
ideas for effective schools just seem to gel and come together for me. 
12. "Reminders" jogged my memory as to what we s h o u l d  do. 
13. We have been involved in a school improvement plan at my school for 
about 5 years. It has reached a standstill for some reason or another. I 
think this "restarted" my fire! 
What unanswered questions, areas of concern, or 
undeveloped topics remain? Identify skills which you feel 
you need to practice more? 
1. Culture studies. 
2. I am still having problems getting a clear picture of the steps we need to 
take. I wish we could get ISU to our school to help us do this right. 
3. I thought this would be an extension of previous sessions. Too much time 
was spent going over material previously covered. 
4. More input on criterion referenced testing. Addressing field-tested ideas 
in each of the correlate areas. 
5. Group work skills. 
6. What comes next in the process? 
7. More hints - activities - specific things to do and work on to achieve our 
goals. Where do our teachers start? How do we not overwhelm them? 
8. Need more about assessment techniques, pre and post. Climate and culture 
ideas to change. 
9. I'm still looking for the best way to get my people as far along as I can, the 
easiest and best way. 
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10. I need to practice types of assessment. 
11. How do we as vertical leadership team members deal with negative, 
uncooperative fellow teachers? (This is one of our major frustrations 
right now.) How do goals become common goals? School climate is 
discussed - but how do we go about changing it? 
12. Probably need more work on CBMs. 
13. How to evaluate where we are not? Trouble shooting techniques to 
improve our vertical teams? 
What do you suggest to improve this type of workshop? 
1. Too much review; let's move forward. 
2. None. 
3. More examples of what is working. 
4. More days consecutively. 
5. I don't think it was Dr. Manatt's fault, but there was just too much 
repetition. Did he understand that we were going to be his old group? 
6. I feel that most of the day was spent reviewing or just "beginning" - we 
need to move on. 
7. More time. 
8. More examples of application within school districts that are 
implementing the effective school model. This can be a motivator for 
all of us. 
9. Get us to a better room! 
10. Each attending school identify strengths and how to develop and 
address weaknesses. Round table discussions. 
My position/role is: 
principal; elem. principal; superintendent; teacher; high school principal; 
instructor; elem. teacher; Chapter 1 reading teacher; secondary administrator 
A.D./computer/transportation director/staff development chairman; K-5 
reading; special education coordinator/teacher 7-12; multi-cat. resource; 
administrator-vertical team member who received training last year; high 
school teacher; unidentified. 
26 participants 
21 evals returned 
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K-12 Effective School Improvement 
February 17,1993 
Dr. Richard Manatt & Jackie Mitchell 
Berning South Room (basement) 
How do you rate this workshop? Check one: 
One or the best I've attended (Exceeds my standards) 5 
Very helpful to me as a professional (Meets my standards) 13 
Not very helpful (Does not meet my standards) 3 
What was the most helpful about this workshop? 
1. Ideas to use with teachers, esp. cooperative processing. 
2. Review. 
3. Renewal of dedication, review of concepts, practice of skills. 
4. Gives direction for our local vertical team training. 
5. Both Dr. Manatt and J. Mitchell were very professional and presentations were well 
organized. 
6. I'm encouraged again. 
7. Portfolio grading. . 
8.. Providing directions to get staff members actively involved in the building. Provide'd a 
positive balance to get parental background in education. 
9. I enjoyed the info, on alternative assessment, portfolios, etc. 
10. Clarification of some of the correlates. 
11. Appreciated the organization. 
12. Bloom's Taxonomy. 
13. Many thought provoking ideas. Hand-out materials. 
14. It made me realize that we need to take a close look at our curriculum. 
15. It's focus on the vertical team, and developing one curricular area at a time. The 
cooperative processing is also a very valuable tool. 
16. Cooperative Processing. 
17. Alternative Assessment, I have a better grasp on different ways students and teachers can 
help assess what is taught. 
18. Many good ideas and examples, enjoyed the clear out voting. 
19. Opportunity to "network" with I.S.U. staff; Cooperative Processing material; Outcome 
material. 
20. Some new ideas. 
21. Cooperative decision making; Assessment material. 
What unanswered questions, areas of concern, or undeveloped topics remain? Identify 
skills which you feel you need to practice more? 
1. Jesus! The world is wide and in it are many unanswered questions. I don't even know 
what I don't know. 
2. Alternative assessment/video was excellent. I wish this hadn't come at the end of the day. 
I am so eager to learn all the aspects. Everything I know so far has come from brief 
fragmented discussions. 
3. We feel overwhelmed in our school with info on curriculum. How do we get started and 
revamp on a regular basis? 
4. Need more info-But I need to find the info. 
5. I felt lost at times because I did not have the past training that many here had. 
6. We've made strives with our curriculum, but we must now reassess what has already been 
done and then implement an effective vertical team for each curricular area. 
7. Don't have a large enough knowledge bas5t9 3ecide. 
8. More info, on Oulcomcs Process and how to move all staff members in this direction. 
9. How to gel adminisu-ation interested and/or involved. 
What do you suggest to improve this type of workshop? 
1. More frequent, increase duration. 
2. Super Day! 
3. More question and answer time. 
4. I feel some of this information is very repetitive-I needed some review, but it seemed like 
too much! 
5. Most of us had already done the clear-out voting. Could you pretest or pre-question us 
about needed topics? 
6. We had to move very fast. Wish we had more time. 
7. Do not repeat info, introduced a year ago. 
8. Dates were too far apart. 
9 Expand contact time, too inforn^aticn :r. 2 days. 
10. Get people up and moving, too much on my rear time. Shorten it! 
11. Specific workshop in this area. 
12. Improve evaluation instrument. 
My position/role is: 
Admin., Instructor, Elem. Principal, Classroom teacher. Counselor, Teacher, Middle School 
Principal, Teacher, Voc. Family and Consumer Sciences, Superintendent, Principal, Staff Dev. 
Coordinator, Elementary Principal, Secondary Teacher, Teacher, Classroom teacher, H.S. 
Principal, Teacher, Teacher, 
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APPENDIX X. 
TRAINING ADVERTISING SIGNS 
THE SCHOO' DISTRICTS' 
CONSORTIUM FOR 
EFFECTIVE SCHOOLS 
AND THE 
GREEN VALLEY AEA 14 
P R E S E N T S  
WHAT; 1/2 Day Effective Schools Improvement Training 
1:00 P.M. Overview of Training To Date for K-12 Vertical Teams 
2:00 P.M. Prospectus for Continuation, 1992-93 
2:15 P.M. BREAK 
2:30 P.M. Progress Reports by District Vertical Teams 
4:00 P.M. End of Session 
WHO: All K-12 certified staff and administrators in 
the consortium for Effective Schools 
WHEN: February 18th, 1992 
WHERE: CRESTON HIGH SCHOOL 
601 West Townline 
Creston, Iowa 
TIME: 1:00 P.M. - 4:00 P.M. 
Programs and training provided by Iowa State University Graduate 
School of Education Staff. Dr. Richard Manatt, Coordinator 
1 
THE SCHOOI-^oPISTRICTS' 
CONSORTIUM FOR 
EFFECTIVE SCHOOLS 
AND THE 
GREEN VALLEY AEA 14 
P R E S E N T S  
WHAT: 1/2 Day Effective Schools Improvement Training 
1:00 P.M. Overview of Training To Date for K-12 Vertical Teams 
2:00 P.M. Prospectus for Continuation, 1992-93 
2:15P.M. BREAK 
2:30 P.M. Progress Reports by District Vertical Teams 
4:00 P.M. End of Session 
WHO: AH K-12 certified staff and administrators in 
the consortium for Effective Schools 
WHEN: February 19th, 1992 
WHERE: CORNING HIGH SCHOOL 
904 Eighth Street 
Corning, Iowa 
TIME: 1:00 P.M. - 4:00 P.M. 
Programs and training provided by Iowa State University Graduate 
School of Education Staff. Dr. Richard Manatt, Coordinator 
PLEASE POST 
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APPENDIX Y. 
PROFESSORS OF EDUCATIONAL ADMINISTRATION 
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Professors of Educational Administration 
College of Education, Iowa State University 
iDick Manatt 
is Professor of Educational Administration, and is also the Director 
of Iowa SlateUniversity's School Improvement Model Project. His 
woric is in evaluation systems, school improvement, and pay-for-
peifoimance programs. With significant experience in enhancing 
school leadership and perfomiance, Dick is widely known as a 
resource and developmental consultant to private, public and military 
agencies in the United States and all over the world. 
iCbarles Railsback 
is Associate Professor in Educational Administration and teaches 
courses in elementary curriculum and leadership, individualization, 
administration of special education, and instroctional management. 
A graduate of the University of Iowa. He has an extensive 
administrative background in elementary schools and experience 
with Iowa public schools in small school sharing studies, outcome-
based education, and accreditation evaluation. 
'Barbara Licklider 
is Assistant Professor of Educational Administration, a native lowan, 
•nd a distinguished graduate of Iowa State University. She has 
experience as a secondary school principal in rural and urban 
districts in Iowa, and her expertise and interests center oq middle 
level education, planning and developing programs for children at 
risk of school failure, school-level leadership development and 
school transfotmation and change. 
Jim Sweeney 
is Professor and Section Leader of Educational Administration, a 
graduate of Virginia Tech University, and the director of the Iowa 
L.E.A.D. Project He has worked with school organizations across 
the country to provide training and development in supervision and 
teacher evaluation, and he has refined evaluation systems at the 
district and stale level. He continues to woik with schools across the 
country in improvement, focusing on school climate and culture. 
iShirley Stow 
is Associate Professor in Educational Administration and Co-director 
of Iowa State University's School Improvement Model Projects. Her 
work focuses on helping schools organize for results by developing 
leadership, human resources, curriculum, and the teaching-learning 
process. She serves as a consultant to many educational 
organizations and as a resource for the development and 
implementation of effective school programs. 
kNorm Boyles 
is Professor of Educational Administration and Director of Extension 
Services for the College of Education. A graduate of the University 
of Tennessee, he has over 34 years of experience as a teacher, 
counselor, school administrator, and college professor. He 
specializes in facilities planning, enrollment projections, policy 
development, and he has a research background in performance-
based compensation programs for schools. 
Jacquie Mitchell 
is Assistant Professor of Educational Administration, and is a 
graduate of Iowa State Univenity. Jacquie was fomieriy with the 
Texas University for Women, and she has considerable experience in 
school administration. She is the original developer of the Danfoith 
Fbundation leadership development project, and has woriced with 
school administrators in management of personnel operations, school 
leadership, and human relations problem solving. 
iBiU Anderson 
is Visiting Professor of Educational Administration with 39 years of 
administrative experience in both large and small school districts. 
He served as superintendent in the districts of Villisca, Clarinda, 
Cedar Falls, Sioux City, and Des Moines districts in Iowa, and 
Hampton. Virginia. A graduate of the University of Nebraska, his 
interests include superintendent-board relations and evaluation, 
school restrocturing studies, and problem-solving for school districts. 
iinton Netusil 
it a loitg time Professor of Educational Reseach and Evaluation. A 
native lowan, he has. twenty five yean of university experience in 
evaluation and measurement combined with thirteen years of 
practical experience on the Ames Board of Education. These 
coupled with his interest in school district improvement have led him 
to develop a national reputation in the areas of school board 
evaluation and orientation. 
•Bill Poston 
is Associate Professor of Educational Administration, and an lo wa-
bom graduate of the University of Northern Iowa and Arizona State 
Univenity. He lias 25 years experience in administration, with IS 
years as a superintendent. His interest and expertise centers on 
working with educational institutions in areas of accountability, 
strategic planning, quality audits, budgeting and finance, evaluation 
and assessment and executive talent searehes. 
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APPENDIX Z. 
CORRESPONDENCE: AEA CHIEF ADMINISTRATORS 
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August 3, 1992 
Name of AEA Director 
Name of AEA 
Street address of AEA 
City, lA zip code 
Dear: 
Ms. Irene McKinney is a Ph.D. student at Iowa State University. 
She is writing her dissertation on vertical leadership team training 
for the Effective Schools Program across the state of Iowa. It is a 
descriptive study. The data for this study will be gathered from the 
responses to the enclosed questionnaire, the Carnegie Foundation for 
the Advancement of Teaching, and two other questionnaires. The 
subjects of this study are AEA Instructional Services Directors, 18 
districts in a School Improvement Consortium, and the Green Valley 
AEA. 
Your name along with the other 15 AEA Instructional Services 
Directors has been selected. Your responses and viewpoints will be 
revealed in the tindings unless you indicate that they are to be kept 
confidential. 
A self-addressed, stamped envelope has been provided for 
your return mailing. Please respond to the statements and mail this 
questionnaire by August 30. We will report the tentative findings at 
the (IC)2 meeting, October 13, 1992. 
Your cooperation is highly important to this study. Thank you. 
Sincerely, 
Major professor 
Irene McKinney 
IOWA STATE UNIVERSITY College of Educaiion 
Educational Administra'.ion 
N229 Lagomarcino Hall 
Ames. Iowa 30011 - 5100 
513 294-3430 
FAX 315 294-4942 
O F  S C I E N C E  A N D  T E C H N O L O G Y  2 1 1  
September 18,1992 
Dear : 
This is a "first follow-up" of the survey Irene McKinney and I sent to you on 
August 3. We're attempting to determine the extent of vertical leadership team 
training for the Effective Schools Program in Iowa. We understand that we 
contacted you at one of the "crunch" times in the calendar of an Ed Services 
professional! 
So we're trying again by letter before we call you. Would you please take the 
ten minutes that the survey requires and tell us about your agency's efforts in this 
regard? 
Admittedly, there are many routes to helping K-12 districts with school 
transformation and, perhaps, districts with high performing schools that simply 
need to maintain, not change. In any case, please let us know what your 
approach is and what you have accomplished. 
Very truly yours, 
Dick Manatt 
. DM/da 
Enclosures: 
1) Original letter 
2) Survey instrument 
3) SASE . 
Projects SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT MODEL 
College of Education 
Iowa State Unlvarsity 
Dick Manatt 
2  1 2  Director 
N239 Lagomardno Hall 
Ames, Iowa 50011 
(515)294-5521 
Shirley Stow 
Co-Director 
October 2, 1992 
Ms Irene McKlnney 
677 Eastbrooke Lane 
Rochester, NY 14618 
Dear Irene: 
Enclosed you will find the follow-up sheet on how we are doing with your returns. 
You'll also find a copy of the September 18 letter that I sent requesting more 
returns. I will send you the overall results after waiting a couple weeks more. 
Then we'll probably have to make telephone calls and interview the rest of them. 
Things are going well with our Vertical Leadership Team training and hope things 
are going equally well for you in your teaching at Rochester. 
As ever, 
Dick 
RPMrcw 
Enclosures (2) 
IOWA STATE UNIVERSITY College of Education 
Educational Adininistration 
N229 Lagomarcino Hall 
Ames, Iowa 30011-3190 
O F  S C I E N C E  A N D  T E C H N O L O G Y  2 1 3  
515 294-5450 
FAX 515 294-4942 
October 23,1992 
Ms. Irene McKinney 
677 Eastbrooke Lane 
Rochester, NY 14618 
Dear Irene; 
Enclosed you will find a report that I made to the Iowa ASCD Conference 
on pctober 13. Dr. Robert Steele and I made the presentation with the 
AEA team to interested parties. See enclosure 1, which describes that and 
it also, as the second page, lists the people in the AEA who will continue 
our work. ^ -
Now, it's time to follow up by telephone with those folks that we simply 
can't get a response from. thinks that it is because they haven't 
done anything at all, but at least we need to know that. I have checked 
with a blue pen those AEA's that have responded (see enclosure 3). Now, 
get on the telephone and call those who haven't answered. Interview them 
using your questionnaire as best you can in the time they'll give you on the 
phone. Make a log of the date and time for each call and of what you 
found. Let's hope that this ends the survey and you can get on with the 
preparation of your dissertation. 
DickManatt 
DM/da " 
Enclosures 
P. S. Call me if you need additional guidance at my home phone, (515) 
232-0202, or at my office phone, (515) 294-5521. 
As ever. 
other AEA Administrators and Divisiori Dlr<ctnrs 
Northern Trails AEA U2 
Dr. Dale L Jensen, Administrator 
Htrold T. Webb, Special Educadon Director 
Troyce Fisher. Educadonal Services Director 
'7ames A. Ciark, Mcciia Director ^ 
P.O. Box M 
Oetf Like, lA 20'428 
Phone: 315-357.6125: Toll Free: 1.800.392-6640 
Fax: 515-357.3201 
La)<elandAEA#3 
Dr. Albert N. Wood, Administrator 
Dixey Morrison, Special Educadon Director 
Rebecca Spriester. Initructional Services Director 
Hwy. 18 St 2nd St., P.O. Box 38 ~ 
Cylinder, lA 50528-0038 
Phone: 712.424.3211: Toll Free; 1-800-2-42-5100 
Fa*: 712-424-3314 
Area Education Agency #4 
Dr. J. Gary Hayden, Administrator 
Barry Monson, Spccial Education Direcior 
Gaylcn Roskens, Educadonal Services Diicctor 
Donald Whiunarsh, M^la niTeclor 
102 S Main Ave. 
Sioux Cenicr, lA 51250 
Phone: 712.7224378; Toll Free: 1-800-572-5073 (SE) 
Fax: 712-722-1643 
Atrowhead AEA #5 
Donald D. Ambroson, Adminisiraior 
Frederick Kruejer, SMcial Education Director 
Glen P. Lookingbill.iEducationaJ Services Director 
flenendorf. lA 52722-5096 
Phone: 319-359-1371: Toll Ftee: 
1 4 ^ax: 319-359-S967 
1.800.395-1371 within 319 AC 
X; 
jacK h. Adams, Media Di/iator 
P.O. Box 1399,1235 5lh Ave. S 
Fort Dodge. !A 50501 
Phone: 515-576-7434: Toll Free: 1.800.234-2183 
Fax: 515-576-4743 
Area Education AKeney M 
Dr. Richard Ploeger, Administraloi 
Marvin C. Lewis, Special Education Direcior 
909Sl2thSL 
Marshalltown. lA 50158 
Phone: 515-753-3564 
Fax; 515-752-0075 
Dr. Larry Erion. Educational Services DircL-uff 
Maiy TraviUian. Media uuxicmr ~ 
210S12lhAve. 
Marshalltown, lA 50158 
Phone: 515.752-1578: Toll Free: 1-800-5 42.7821 (Media) 
Fax: 515-752.0039 
Ares Education Agency #7 
Dr. Ronald Dickinson. Administrator 
Pat O'Rourke, SpeciiU Education Director 
Harry Budensie)^ Educational Services Diiector 
jucverly Hinders Tros;, Media Director 
3712 Cedar Heights Drive 
Cedar Falli. lA 50613-6290 
Phone: 319.273-8200 
Fa*: 319-273-8229 
SEFax: 319-273.8275 
Mlaalasippi Bend AMA 
Dr. Glenn M. Pelecky, Administrator 
David M. Quinn, Special Education Dirixwr 
Dr. Richard Hanzelka. General ^ucation Director 
' Mary Lou Bayless, Asst. Director. Media Services 
Dr. Jan Yoder, Director, Research and Development Division 
GradtJVood AEA«10 
Dr. Ron Fielder, Administrator 
Paula J. Vincent, Executive Director of Spccial Education 
Dr. Robert McNicl, ExecuU've Director of Educadonal Services 
Ur. Llil!0rd J .  khluiger, Executive birector o{ Meaia aervtces 
4401 6thStSW 
Ccdai Rapids, lA 52404 
Phone: 319.399.6700; ToU Free: 1-800-332-8488 
Fax: 319-399-6457 
Heartland AEA #11 
Dr. Wayne Rand, Administrator 
Dr. Tom Burgett, Special Education Direcior 
' Dr. Joseph Millard, Educadonal Services Director 
Ur. Marvin uavis. Media Direcu)r ' 
6500 Corporate Drive 
Johnston, lA 50131 
Phone: 515.270-9030; Toll Free: 1-800-362.2720 
Fax: 515-270-5383 
We5tirnHIIUAEA«12 
Dr. Bruce E. Hopkins, Adminisuator 
Daneil Pedersen. Special Education Direcior 
Dr. Richard Petersea Educadonal Services Diiector 
Arietu uawson. Media Director ~ 
1520 Momingside Ave. 
Sioux City, L\ 51106.1780 
Phone: 712.274-6000; Toll Free: 1.800-352-9040 
Fax: 712.274.6069 
SEFax: 712-274.6115 
Loess HllIsAEA m 
Dr. James Blietz, Adminisuator 
Glenn Grove, Executive Director of Special Education 
Dr. Mark Peterson. Execudve Director of Instructional Services 
' Konaid fcnger, Director of Media Services " ^— 
P.O. Box 1109 
Council Bluffs. lA 51502-1109 
Phone; 712-366-0503; Toll Free; 1-800432-5804 
Fax; 712-366-3431 
Green Valley AEA #14 
Dr. Bob L. Steele. Adminisurator/Ed. Services Director 
Harold (Connolly, Special Education Direcuir 
U. i. Fargo, Director of iviedia Services 
1405 N Uncoln 
Creston.lA 50801 
Phone: 515-782-8443: Toll Free: 1-800-362-1864 
Fax: 515-782-4298 
Southern Prairie AEA #15 
Donald G. Rosebeny, Administrator 
Dr. Larry X. Keele, Special Education Director 
Ray Wingate, Educational Services Director 
W. Leon Maxson, Media DifiCIOf ' 
900 Terminal Ave. 
Industrial Airport, Bldg. 40 & 41 
Otlumwa.WL 52501-9414 
Phone: 515-682-8591: Toll Free: 1-800.622-0027 
Fax: 513-682.9083 
Great River AEA #16 
' Robert Bonu, Adminisirausr 
Dr. Ronald A. Dcnte, Special Educadon Director 
Linda Fischer, Ed. Services/Media Director 
^1200 University, P.O. Box lOfiS 
Burlington, lA 32601 
Phone: 319.753.6561; ToU Free: 1-800.382.8970 
33Fax: 319-753-1527 
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HEARTLAND 
AREA EDUCATION AGENCY 11 
August 26,1992 
Ms. Irene McKinney 
Iowa State UnivCTsity 
College of Education 
Educational Administration 
N229 Lagomarcino Hall 
Ames, Iowa 50011 
Dear Ms. McKinney: 
This is in response to the questionnaire which you mailed to me about vertical leadership 
team training for the Effective Schools Program. After I reviewed the questionnaire, I 
decided that I was unable to help you by completing it. We, at Heartland, have decided 
to support schools in any improvement model that tfiey have decided is best for them. In 
making this decision, we provide a variety of leadership team training opportunities 
depend&ng on clients' needs 
Heartland has an extensive Collaborative Education Program facilitated by Dr. Jim 
Anderson, an Amoeba Project coordinated by Dr. Jane Neff, and a Heartland Leadership 
Cadre. We also coordinate an Administrators Transformation Network and are starting a 
Total Quality Management Team for local superintendents. I would be pleased to discuss 
these programs with you; however, I believed by completing your questionnaire I could 
color your data since you want information directly related to the Effective Schools 
Program. 
Good luck in your research. If I can be of help, please call me. 
Sincerely, 
weph E. MUlard 
Director 
Heartland Educational Services 
/ss 
cc: Dr. Richard Manatt 
6500 CORPORATE DRIVE, lOHNSTON, IOWA 50131-1603 515/270-9030 1/800/362-2720 
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AEA Survey Follow-ups by Telephone 
Date AEA Contact Person Disposition 
1 2 / 3 / 9 2  2  K .  F o r s y t e  a l r e a d y  r e t u r n e d  
"3 G. Roskens will complete 
" 5 Gail left message 
" 6 L. Erion previously returned 
" 7 H. Budensick sent another survey 
" 12 R. Petersen returned 2 already but 
will do another 
" 13  secretary  sent  another  survey 
" 15 R. Wingate sent another survey 
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APPENDIX BB. 
HUMAN SUBJECTS RELEASE 
Information for Review of Research Involving Human Subjects 
Iowa Stert* Uf|K)i9H/ 
(Please type and use the attached Instructions for completina this fonn) 
1. Titl#»nfPimj><rt A Status Study of Effective Schoola in Iowa v«AEA 14) 
2. I agree to provide the pR  ^surveillance of this projea to insure that the rights and welfare of the human subjects are 
protected. I will rqmt any adverse reactions to the committee. Additions to or changes in research inocedures after the 
projecthasbeenq>[m)vedwillbesubmittedtothecommitteeforreview. lagree t^fequestrenewalofapprovalfcranyproject 
continuing more than one year. 
2/20/92 Irene McKinney 
IVped Nme of Mac^ iaveititiior 
Professional Studies 
DM SivutanofPriac^lnvHtifiior 
677 Eastbrooke Ln., Rochester,NY (716)25( 0648 
Cmihwm AddiMf 14010 Ccnipai Tclqibaae 
3. Signatures of other investigaton lA Date Relationship to Frinc  ^investigator 
2/20/92 Major Professor 
4. Principal Investigator(s) (check aQ that qiply) 
• Facul^  • Staff El Grad  ^Stndent • Undogradnate Student 
5. Project (check all that q)ply) 
• Research Q Thesis or dissertatioa •Classpnject • Indq)endent Study (490,590, Hooors projea) 
6. Number of subjects (complete ill that qiply) 
# Adults, MHi'Students ISU student minors under 14  ^other (explain) 
^#minonl4-17 
7. Brief descripticn of proposed research involving human subjects: (See instnictiOBS, Item 7. Useanadditkmalpageif 
needed.) A post training assessment of skills and attitudes of cadre prepared to facilitate 
vertical leadership teams in 18 South Central Iowa K-12 districts. 
The Green Valley project involves 18 K-12 districts, the Area Agency,and the College 
of Education professors in a vertical leadership team cadre training program. Six days 
of training for 90 professionals at Creaton will be .provided. In addition, four half days 
of orientation and awareness training to the combined faculties (approximately 500 
administrators over time) will be provided. 
The vertical leadership team training stresses 11 concepts to help faculties restruccui 
K-12 schools. Each trainee will rereceive a manual which includes the instructional 
modules: (l)Developing A Common Language, (2) Expectation of High Student Achievement, 
(3)Developing A Mission Statement,(4)Team Building,(5a)School Improvement Formation,(5b) 
Guidelines for Preparing and Evaluating School Improvements Plans,(6)Focus on Instruction 
As the Mission,(7)Academic Learning Time:A Tool for Teachers,(8)Safe Orderly Environment, 
(9)Instructional Leadership by the Principal,(10)Introduction to School Culture, and (11) 
Parental Involvem^Blease do not send research, tbe  ^or dissertatioa proposals.) 
All changes proposed must be held to 2 standards: (l)equity and (2) quality. 
8. Infoinied Consent: 
Last Name of Principal Investigator McKinnev 
. I 
Checklist for Attachments and Time Schedule 
The following are attached (please check): 
12. E] Letter or written statement to subjects indicating clearly: See Addendum "A" Statement to Be Read to 
a) purpose of the research Subjects 
b) the use of any identifier codes (names, #'s), how they will be used, and when they will be 
removed (see Item 17) 
c) an estimate of time needed for participation in the research and the place 
d) if applicable, location of the research activity 
e) how you will ensure confidentiality 
f) in a longitudinal study, note when and how you will contact subjects later 
g) participation is voluntary, nonparticipation will not affect evaluations of the subjea 
13. [EQConsent form (if ^ licable) 
1443 Letter of approval for research from cooperating organizations at institutions Qf ^ licable) 
15.^  Data-gathering instruments See Addendiim "B" Questionnaire 
16. Anticipated dates for contact with subjects: 
First Contact Last Contact 
17. If applicable: anticipated date that identifiers will be removed finom completed survey instruments and/6r audio or visual 
tapes will be erased: 
April 1, 1992 February 11, 1993 
Month/Day/Yetr Month/Day/Year 
NA 
Month/Day/Year 
18. Signature of Departmental Executive Officer Date Department or Administrative Unit 
19. Decision of the University Human Subjects Review Committee: 
Project Approved Project Not Approved No Action Required 
Patricia M. Keith 
Name of Conunittee Chaiiperson Date Signature of Committee Chaiiperson 
GC:l/90 
9. Confidentiality of Data: Describe below the methods to be u<  ^ to ensure the confidentiality of data obtained. (See 
instructions, item 9.) 
We will use the information in aggregate tables. Classification will be done 
by gender, years of experience, and subjects taught. No single subject data will 
be reported to protect anonymity. 
Note: A survey of K-12 teachers conducted by Dr. Robert Steele, Chief Administrator 
of AEA 14, during August of 1991 will be used as base line data. 
(See Addendum "C") 
10. What risks or discomfort will be part of the study? Will subjects in the research be placed at risk or incur discomfort? 
Describe any risks to the subjects and precautions that will be taken to minimize them. (Hie concept of risk goes beyond 
physical risk and inchides risks to subjects' dignity and self-teq;)ect as well as psychological or emodonal risk. See 
instructions, item 10.) 
There will be no risks or discomfort to participants. 
11. CHECK ALL of die following that ai)ply to your research: None of the following apply. 
• A. Medical clearance necessary btfore subjects can paiticipate 
• B. Samples (Blood, tissue, etc.) firom subjects 
• C. Administratioo of substances (foods, drugs, etc.) 10 subjects 
• D. Physical exercise or conditioning for subjects 
• E DecqMionctf subjects 
• F. Subjects under 14 yens of age andAv •Subjects 14-17 years of age 
• G. Subjects in 3:sstitutioas(nnrsiitg homes, prisons, etc.) 
• H. Research must be tgproved by another institution or agency (Attach letters of ijiproval) 
If you checkcd any of the items in 11, please complete the foDowing in die space below (inchide any attachments): 
ItemsA'D Describe the procedures and note the safe^precMtions being taken. 
ItemE Describe how subjects win be deceived; justify the decq)tion; indicate the debriefing procedure, including 
the timing and infbtmatiao to be presented to subjects. 
Item F For subjects under the «ge of 14, indicate how informed consent firom parents or legally authorized repre­
sentatives as well as firom subjects will be obtained. 
Items G & H Specify the agency or institution that must appmve the project If subjects in any outside agency or 
instibition are involved,q)pn)valmustbeobt{dnedpriortobeginningtheresarch,and the letterof approval 
should be filed. 
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Addendum "A" 
STATEMENT TO BE READ TO SUBJECTS 
Upon completion of the six days of training, April 1.1992. the 
following statement will be read to the trainees: 
"Now that weVe completed year one training, we want 
to assess your acquisition of skills and knowledge of concepts 
regarding the seven correlates of an effective K-12 school. 
The questionnaire you're about to receive will be returned 
with no names and no district indentif ication. Completion 
of the questionnaire will take about thirty minutes, and the 
answers you give will give us ideas to improve the training 
activities and the instruction materials. You do not need to 
return the questionnaire, but if you do, it will be taken as 
'implied, informed consent.'" 
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APPENDIX CC. 
SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRES 
Job Title: 
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Addendum "C" 
Iowa State University 
Area Education Agency 
Educator Opinion Assessment" 
.School District: 
Directions: Please read and respond to each of the following statements or questions. Check 
the square of the response which you believe to be most true. Your cooperation in providing this 
information will be of great help to the planners for educational improvement activities in your 
school system. Thanks for your considerate assistance. 
1. If you were to give a grade to the education reform 
movement in your school community, what would it be? 
2. Based on your own experience, how has community respect 
for teachers changed since 1983? 
3. Based on your own experience, how has parental 
involvement in schools changed since 1983? 
4. How have academic expectations for students changed at 
your school since 1983? 
5. How has the leadership of the principal related to school 
goals changed at your school since 1983? 
• • 
A B 
• • • 
C D F  
• a • 
Better No Change Worse 
• • • 
Worse No Change Better 
• • • 
Higher No Change Lower 
• • • 
Better No Change Worse 
6. How has student achievement in basic skills changed at your • • • 
school since 1983? Higher No Change Lower 
7. How has the frequency of classroom interruptions changed in • • • 
your school during the past five years? Fewer No Change More 
8. How has the safety and orderliness of your school changed 
during the past five years? 
9. How have faculty cohesion, collaboration, and collegiality 
changed at yoiu' school during the past five years? 
10. How has the frequency of assessment of students and 
feedback on student progress changed at your school during 
the past five years? 
• • a 
Better No Change Worse 
• • • 
Better No Change Worse 
• • • 
Better No Change Worse 
* The Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, O 1988 
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IOWA STATE UNIVERSITY 
AREA EDUCATION AGENCY 
Job Title School District 
CADRE ASSESSMENT OF TRAINING 
Upon completing the cadre training, tell how you feel about your knowledge/skills 
regarding the questions below. 
Better 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
1. How have academic expectations for students 
changed at your school in the past year? 
2. How has student achievement in basic skills 
changed at your school in the past year? 
3. How has the leadership of the principal related 
to school goals changed at your school in the 
past year? 
4. How has the safety and orderliness of your 
school changed dviring the past year? 
5. Do you have a vertical leadership team? no 
If yes, what is its present status? 
6. I don't know. 
7. We accomplished nothing back home. 
8. Team has been established. 
9. Had enough meetings to create a mission statement. 
10. Beyond the mission statement, we've gathered benchmark 
data. 
No Change 
• 
• 
• 
• 
yes O 
• 
4 
• 
• 
• 
• 
Worse 
• 
• 
• 
• 
11. Have written our first improvement plan. 
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On a scale of 1 to 4, what do you feel to be your level of knowledge/skills regarding the 
correlates. 
Sufficient to improve school Some Little Very Little 
——l 2 3 -4..—— 
12. Parental involvement • 
13. Time-on-task • 
14. Focus on instruction as the mission • 
15. Leadership by the principal for improved instruction 
16. Expectations for high student achievement 
17. Monitoring the progress of students • 
18. Safe orderly place O 
Using the following scale, rate the workshops provided by the ISU faculty. 
Inadequate Shallow Adequate Very Good Superior 
....—1 2 3—— 4—— 5-
19. Quality of the training CD 
20. Quality of the training materials ^ 
21. What grade(s) and subject areas(s) do you teach? 
Grade level(s) Subject area(s) 
OTHER COMMENTS: 
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IOWA STATE UNIVERSITY 
Job Title Area Education Agency 
AREA EDUCATION AGENCY ASSESSMENT 
VERTICAL LEADERSHIP TEAM TRAINING 
There are 11 statements in this instrument. Please respond to each statemer 
by checking the number of the response which accurately reflects your opinion. 
1. Did your AEA provide vertical leadership team (VLT) training for the districts 
in your area? • yes • n o 
2. If no, please check one or more of the reasons below: 
• district initiating their own training 
• working on it Q attempt failed • lack of interest 
• other, explain: 
3. If yes, answer the following questions: 
a. How many school districts received this training? 
b. How much training was devoted to the overall training sessions? 
a 10-19 hours • 20-29 hours • 30-39 hours 
• 40 hours • other 
c. How was the training presented? 
• consecutive days • spread out over school year 
• weekend leireats • other, explain: 
d. Which of the following participated in the training? 
• board member • siqierintendent • administratorCs). 
• principal(8) • teacher(8) • parent 
• ISEA Uniserve Ditectoi(s) • busineasperson 
• facilitator 
• other: _________________________ < 
e. Are the teams continuing to meet on a regular basis? • yes • no 
f. If yes, how often do the teams meet? 
• weekly Q bi-weekly 
• monifaly Q bi-monthfy • other 
As a part of the program, did the participants receive any training related to 
the Effective Schools correlates (components of an effective school)? 
• yes • no 
5. If yes, answer the following questigidtg 
a. Which of these original conelates did you include? 
• time^on-task • safe orderly place 
• focus on instruction as the mission 
• leadership by the principal for improved instruction 
• expectations for high student achievement 
• monitoring the progress of students 
b. Which of these new correlates were included? 
• parental involvement 
• practice-oriented staff development at the school site 
• effective instructional arrangements and implementation 
• student sense of efficacy/futility 
• multicultural instruction and sensitivity 
• personal development of students 
• rigorous and equitable student promotion policies and practices 
• other(s): ________________________________________ 
6. Did the training stress any concepts of school reform? Q yes • no 
7. If yes, which of these did the training include? 
• developing a common language • developing a mission statement 
• expectation of high student achievement • team building 
• focus on instruction as the mission Q parental involvement 
• instructional leadership by the principal 
• academic learning time: a tool for teachers 
• safe orderly environment Q introduction to school culture 
• school improvement team formation, and guidelines for preparing 
and evaluating school improvement plans 
• other(s): 
8. Did the training teach participants how to disaggregate data by gender, race 
or socioeconomic status? • yes • no 
9. Did the training make a difference in school improvement efforts? • yes Q no 
10. If yes, on what do you base your conclusion? 
• student achievement • school culture surveys 
• teachCT opinion surveys • parental involvement surveys 
• general comments of praise • personal observations/ gut feelings 
• other, explain: 
II. Check the square of the response below which yon believe to be most true. 
better no change, worse 
a. How have academic expectations for students 
changed at your school in the past year? • • • 
b. How has student achievement in basic skills 
changed at your school in the past year? • • • 
c. How has the leadership of the principal 
related to school goals changed at your 
school in die past yeai? • • • 
d. How has the safety and orderliness of your 
school changed during the past year? • • • 
• use in study • keep confidential 
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DICK MANATT'S PERFORMANCE EVALUATION WORKSHOPS 
"BOUQUETS AND BRICKBATS" 
How do you rate this workshop? Check one: 
One of the best I've attended (exceeds my standards) 
__ Very helpful to me as a professional (meets my standards) 
Not very helpful (does not meet my standards) 
What was most helpfiil about this workshop? 
What imanswered questions, areas of concern, or undeveloped topics 
remain? Identify skills which you feel you need to practice more. 
What do you suggest to improve this type of workshop? 
My position/role is: 
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APPENDIX DD. 
MAP OF AEAs 
Area Education Agencies 
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APPENDIX EE. 
AMERICA'S EDUCATION GOALS 
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America's Education Goals 
By the year 2000: 
1. All American children will start school ready to learn. 
2. The high school graduation rate will increase to at least 90 percent. 
3. American students will leave grades four, eight, and twelve having 
showed competency in English, mathematics, science, foreign 
languages, civics and government, economics, arts, history, and 
geography. 
4. U.S. students will be Urst in the world in science and mathematics 
achievement 
5. Every adult American will be literate and will possess the knowledge 
and skills to compete in a global economy and participate in American 
democracy. 
6. Every American school will be free of drugs and violence, unauthorized 
guns and alcohol, and will offer a disciplined environment conducive to 
learning. 
7. Teachers will have the professional development they need to help 
students reach their goals. 
8. Schools will promote partnership with parents to increase their 
participation in their children's education. 
